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ADDENDA AND ERRATA. 


Page 32, cancel first para, of note next following after s. 63 and 
substitute the following : 

By 9. 44 of the Cr. P. C. (amended by Act VIII of 18^9,) 
<c Whenever a Criminal Court imposes a fine, the Court may order the 
whole or any part of the fine to be paid in compensation, (1) for ex- 
penses properly incurred in the Prosecution, (2) for the offence com- 
plained of, where such offence can, in the opinion of the Court, be 
compensated Toy money. Such payment shall he made as the Court 
thinks fit, to or for the benefit of the complainant, or the person in- 
jured, or both.** 

u If the fine be awarded by a Court whose decision is subject to 
revision, the amount awarded shall not be paid until a period of two 
months shall have elapsed from the date of the award.” 

Where two persons were jointly charged in respect of a theft of some 
bullocks, and it appeared that the first prisoner had stolen the bullocks, 
and had sold them to the second prisoner, who had bought without a. 
guilty knowledge, and was therefore acquitted, hut wa9 deprived of 
his purchase 5 it was held by the M a< Iras High Court, that the loss 
so suffered by the second prisoner was not a loss resulting from the 
theft, which could be compensated under s, 44 of the Cr. P. C.as 
originally framed. (4 Mad. HC. Appx. 28.) Nor it seems would 
such a case come within the meaning of the amended Section. The 
injury suffered by the purchaser would arise, not from the theft, hut 
from his own act in buying from one who was not the owfler of the 
property he sold. 

Page 36 ? after line 32 ; insert the following ; 

As to cases where whipping is permitted. See notes to Act VI of 1864, 
ss. 1. 2 8b 8, pp. 432, 435. 

Where accumulated punishment is given under s. 46, separate sen- 
tences should always be given in the manner therein prescribed, other- 
wise in the event of an appeal, and a reversal of the conviction in one 
or more of the separate cases, it would be impossible to determine to 
what portion of the aggregate imprisonment the prisoners still remain- 
ed liable. (4 Mad. H. C. Appx. 27.) 

Page 48, at the end of para. 4, add, 

Bee also Phillips 2?. Eyre. 4 LB., QB. 225. 240. 
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Page 66, para. 3, line 2, for property read puberty. 

Page 61, after para. 2 of the note, insert the following : 

Act IV of 1849 contains similar provisions, and is the law which 
governs such cases in the High Courts, to which the Code of Cr. P, 
does not apply. This Act is included in the list of laws repealed by 
*Aot XVII of 1862. But it has lately been held by Scotland, C»J. that 
it is still in force within the Presidency Towns, under the reservation 
contained in ss. 2 and 3 of the repealing Act, the Code of Criminal 
Procedure not being in operation within their limits* (Reg. v * Small, 
3rd Madras Sesa* 1869.) 

Page 72, after the note at the top of the page, add ; 

* 

Bor Instance, the High Court of Bombay reversed a conviclion for 
theft under this Section, where the accused was sentenced to seven 
days imprisonment for picking pods, value three pie, off a tree stand* 
ing in a waste piece of Government land. (5 Bomb v HC, Or, 35,) 
The case might have been different had the produce been taken from 
a tree on the property of a private person. 

Page 88, at the end of the note to s. 114, add (See 4 Mad* 
H. C* Appx, 37.) 

Page 93, 3rd para, from top, for Cr. P. C. a. 38, read s* 28. 

Page 107, after s, 149 add following note ; 

A large body of men, belonging to one faction, waylaid another 
body of men belonging to another faction, and a light ensued, in the 
course of which a member of the first named faction was wounded, 
and retired to the side of the road, taking no further active par# iu 
the affray. After his retirement a member of the second faction was 
killed* It was held by Norman J., whose opinion as that of tha 
Senior Judge prevailed against the dissent of E. Jackson, J. that the 
wounded mfen had ceased to be a member of the unlawful assembly 
and could not bs convicted of the murder under s. 149. The Court 
said, that he probably had no longer the same common object, as the 
members of the unlawful assembly from which he separated himself* 
It did not appear that he continued to urge on the others. He was 
apparently solely occupied by his own sufferings. It was plain that 
he was no longer co-operating with the other* and he had itfSpthp 
power to prevent or check the violence of the others, as he'haigfct 
have had, if he had continued with them. (3 B. A. Cr* 1.) 

Page 146, after si 194, add the following note., 

A man who on the trial of A for murder, states that the wtnilrtr 
was not committed by A, but that it was oonumttedb% S, who is not 
in custody, has not committed an offense ; as kb evi- 

dence, so given, cannot cause any girscm o^nvbled of a capital 
offence. , r * * “ 
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He is only punishable under s. 193, (3 B. A, Cr- 35.) 

Page 155, after para. 3.-add , 

On the same principle it has been lately ruled in Madras, that a 
mere gift will, among Hindus, be valid as against creditors, if it was 
a genuine bond fide transaction, and not a fictitious contrivance to 
deceive as to the right of property, (4 Mad. Jur. 255.) 

Page 216, line 19 from top, for 171 read 161* 

Page 256, at end of note to s. 373 add the following • 

In a recent case in Madras a prisoner was indicted under this Sec- 
tion, It appeared that he had met the girl, who was about eleven 
years o-ld, sleeping at night in the bazaar with her mother ; that lie 
had tieated them both, to rice and betel, and then taken away tfhe 
girl to a little distance, whore lie was found having connection with her. 
He took her away under circumstances leading to the inference that th,e 
mother either knew and assented, or at all events was utterly indif- 
ferent* to what the man was about to do. Scotland, C, J. ruled that 
the Section did not apply. He said that in his opinion it only ap- 
plied to cases where the possession of the minor was obtained 
fraudulently, under the faith of some arrangement or understanding 
that the minor was to be kept or used for some innocent purpose, 
the man at the time intending not to use her for that purpose, but 
for the purpose of prostitution, &c. (Beg. v Muttusawmy, 3rd Madras 
ISess. 1369.) With the greatest respect for the learned Judge, it seems 
tome that ss. 372 and 373 relate merely to different sides of the 
same transaction- If both parties are perfectly agreed as to the 
illicit use which is to be made of the minor, and there is no fraud (Jr 
concealment whatever, the person who disposes of the minor is punish- 
ablpKnier 373; and the person who receives the minor is punish- 
able under s* 878* It mhy also be suggested, whether the words 
“ shall be employed or used” in 8. 373, do not refer to an unlawful 
employment or use of the minor by some person different fiomthe 
person who has originally got possession of her. It could hardly 
have been intended that any man who went to a brothel, and%ot pos- 
session of a girl under the age of sixteen, for the purpose of illicit 
intercourse, should be punishable under this section. But it would be 
a very proper thing to punish a person who got possession of a young 
girl, for the purpose of hiring her out as a prostitute to others. 

Page 265, para. 2* line 5, after the words 66 Arch* 284” add; 
ace Jacobs v % Seward. 4 LR. CP. 328. 

Page 289, after line 2 from top of page, add ; 

This principle was acted oft in a very recent ca6e, the prisoner 
was book-keeper of the Madras Male Asylum Press, and as such it 
was no part of his duty to keep- the cash. He was not paid for 
keeping it, and his employers did not know of, and would not have 
assented to, hie keeping it. But by an arrangement between himself 
and tiie Superintendent of the Pres9, who was the proper Cash-keeper, 
the prisoner had taken upon himself and discharged the duties Af 



Cash-keeper for about seven years, He was indicted for criminal 
breach of trust under s. 408, and Scotland, CJ. left it to the jury as 
a matter of fact, whether, having reference to the long course of 
business in the office, the prisoner had not undertaken the duty of 
Cash-keeper in addition to his other duties, and assumed a liability, to 
account as Cash-keeper for the monies received in that capacity. He 
pointed to the words “ in any manner entrusted in such capacity , 1 ** as 
- showing that the legislature wished a liberal construction to be put 
upon the section, in cases where the money was in point of fact re- 
ceived by the servant as a servant. (Reg. u. Vennant, 3rd Madras 
Sess. 1869.) It will be observed that in the consolidated English 
Statute (24 and 25 Viet. c. 96. s. 68) the words which occurred in 
the old Statute ^ shall by virtue of such employment receive any chattel’* 
have been designedly omitted, (2 Russ. 412.) 

a 

Page 292, after the second line from the top of the page, add. 

Where the prisoner is charged with dishonestly retaining stolen 
property, it is not necessary to show that he knew it to be stolen 
when he received it. It is sufficient to prove that Be dishonestly 
retained it after he acquired that knowledge- (4 Mad- H C* Appx. 
42.) 



ACT No. XLV of 1860. 


Passed by the Legislative Council of India. 

( Received the assent of the Governor-General on the 
6th October 1860.^ 


THE INDIAN PENAL CODE. 


CHAPTER I. 


W hereas it is expedient to provide a General Penal 
„ . , Code for British India ; It is enacte'd 

as follows : — 

1. This Act shall be called The Indian Penal 
. * Code, and shall take effect on and from 

of operation of the 1st day of May 1861 throughout 
the Code. the whole of the Territories which are 

or may become vested in Her Majesty by the Statute 
21 and 22 Victoria Chapter 106, entitled “ An Act 
for the better Government of India,” except the Settle- 
ment of Prince "Wales’ Island, Singapore, and 
Malacca. ^ ' 

How extended to that settlement by Act V of 1867. 


2. Every person shall be liable to punishment 

under this Code and not otherwise, for 
offences^commit- every act or omission contrary to the 
ted withm the provisions thereof, of which he shall be 
sa™ „ era tones. guilty within the said Territories on or 

after the said 1st day of May 18 51. 

Thisdate was by Act YI of 1861 altered to the 1st day of January 1862, 
and every partof the Codein which the 1st day of May 1861 is mentioned, 
is to be construed as if the words'* the 1st day of January 1862” had 
been used instead. 

3. Any person liable, by any law passed by the 
Punishment of Crovemor-Gefieral of India in Council, 

offences commit- to be tried for an offence committed 
wMch* 7 by 4 ’ Law beyond the limits ofthe said Territories, 
m»y be tried with- shall be dealt with according to the 
m the Territories, provisions of this Code for any act 

<^a&mitted beyond the saic^erritories, in the same' 
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manner as if such act had been committed within the 
said Territories. 

4. Every servant of the Queen shall be subject to 
. , . , punishment under this Code for every 

offences commit- act or omission contrary to tlu3 pro vi- 
ted by a servant s i ons thereof, of which he, whilst in 
within a Foreign such service, shall be guilty on or 
aihed state. a ftor the said 1st day of May; 1861, 
within the dominions of any Prince or State in alli- 
ance with the Queen, by virtue of any treaty or 
engagement heretofore entered into with the East 
India Company, or which may have been or may 
hereafter be made in the name of the Queen by any 
Government of India. 

The object of this Chapter is to substitute the Penal Code for the 
existing Criminal law of India. That law, however, is not repealed 
except by implication, and in cases to which the provisions of this Code 
>apply. The frame of this clause is thus explained by the Commis- 
sioners in their Second Beport 1847, § § 636 — 538. 

* We do not advise the general repeal of the Penal Laws now existing in 
the territories for which we have recommended the enactment of the Code. 
Wo think it will be more expedient to provide only that no man shall bo 
tried or punished (except by a Ccmrt Martial) for any acts which constitute 
any offence defined in the Code, otherwise than according to its provisions. 
It is possible that a few actions which arc pumshablo by some existing law, 
and which the Legislatmo would not desire to exempt, may have boon omit- 
ted fiom the Code. And, in addition to this consideration, it appears to m, 
that actions which have been made penal on special tempo! .uy giomitN, 
ought not to be included in a general Penal Code intended to take its place 
amongst the permanent institutions of the counts y ” 

The object is carried out as regards offences committed within the 
territories by s. 2, which is explicit enough. 

With regard to offences committed beyond those territories the Code 
is less ciear. Section 3 enacts that where a person might, by virtue of 
any act of the Legislative Council of Calcutta, be tried in British India 
ioi an offence committed out of British India, he is to be dealt with 
according to this Code. Section 4 contains a similar provision an to 
servants of the Queen who commit offences within the dominions of allied 
Princes. But neither of these Sections covcis an equally important class 
of cases, that, namely, of persons who are not servants of the Queen, 
aud who are tuablc in British India, not by virtue of any Act of the 
Legislative Council, but under Acts of Pailiament. These would seem 
to be still left under the old law, which would in general be the English 
Criminal Law. On the other hand by Section 40 of Chapter IL, the 
word et offence” is made to denote et a thing made punishable by this 
Code,” as if no other law was under any circumstances to be referred to* 
It seems difficult to undmtand why the restrictive words by virtue 
"f any Ael of the Legislative Council of Calcutta’* mxt introduced. 
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1 shall now point out the law which governs the trial of offences 
committed beyond the limits of Bntish India. 

Section 4 constitutes one class of cases. Upon this it is nccessavv 
only to refer to Section 14 of Chapter 1L, which defines the words 
“ Servant of the Queen 59 

Act I of 1849 provides that 

“ All subjects of the British Government, and also all persons in the Civil 
or Military service ot the said Government, while actually m such service, 
and foi six months afterwards, and also all persons who shall have dwelt for 
.six months within tko Bntish territories, under the Government of the 
East India Company, subject to the laws of the said territories, who shall be 
apprehended within the said territones, oi doliveied into the custody of a 
Magisti.ite within the said tpi ritories, shall be amenable to law for all offences 
committed by them withm the territoixes of any foreign Prince or State $ 
and may be bailed or committed for trial, on the like evidence as would 
wan ant nhcir being hold to bail or committed for the same offence, if ith^d 
been committed within the British torritoncs.” (See also 215 Geo III. c 57, s. 
29, 33 Geo. Ill, e. 52, s. G7, 9 Geo IV. c. 7 1, s. 127.) 

The Charters of the late Supreme Courts of Madras, (§ 34, 2M. 
Dig. 10) and Bombay (§44, 2M. Dig 667) gave those Courts jurisdic- 
tion over all offences “ committed by any of our subjects in any of the 
territories subject to or dependpnt upon the Government of Madras 
(oi Bombay lespectively) or within any of the territories which now 
arc, or hereafter may be subject to or dependent upon the said Go- 
vernment, or within any of the dominions of the Native Princes of 
Judin, m alliance with the said Government/ 9 This jurisdiction was 
continued to the High Couits by s. 21 of the Letters Patent of 1862, 
and again by a. 22 of the Letters Patent of 1865. Accordingly the 
Madras High Court held that it had jurisdiction to try a European 
British subject for an offence committed in Bangalore, as being part 
of the territory of the Rajah of Mysore, a Native Prince in alliance 
with the Madras Government. (Reg. v, Watkins 2 Mad. H. 0. 444 } No 
such clause exists in the Calcutta Charter. Coorg, which is now a part 
of British India, is administered by the Bengal Government, and there- 
fore offences committed in that territory by British subjects, were not 
within the junsdiction of the Madras High Couit. (Reg. v Bain, 2 Mad, 
3L C, 448.) But now by order of the Governor General in Council, 
made in accordance with 28 Viet, c. 15 ; s. 3. (see Fort Saint* George 
Gazette, February 1857, p 192,) the High Couit of Madras is to 
exercise original criminal jurisdiction over European British subjects 
of 3Ier Majesty in Coorg. The same Court is also to exercise original 
criminal jurisdiction over European British subjects, being Christians, 
resident in the Native States of Mysore, Travancore, Cochin, Poodoo- 
eottah, Bunganaputty and Soondoor. 

Of course neither Act 28 Viet, c- 15, nor the orders of the Governor 
General in Council made upon it, take away the jurisdiction which an. 
independent Native State, such as that of Travancore, has by reason of 
its own sovereignty over persons of any nationality, who commit offences 
against its laws while residing within its territory. It would be 
otherwise if by treaty any such State had surrendered its criminal 
jurisdiction, over any particular class of persons, or within any particular 
limits. (Reg. v. Venkauna 3 Mad* H. C. 354.) 





TRIAL OF OFFENCES 


* The ordinary Municipal law would give jurisdiction our foreigners 
for acts done by them within India, but not for acts done by them out 
of India. The above Act creates a new jurisdiction over foieigners in 
certain cases, provided they have dwelt for six months in India, subject 
to its laws. The six months limit will in general prevent any of those 
questions which arise in England under the County Couit Acts, as to 
what constitutes a dwelling. (Macdougall v, Paterson, 21 LJ. CP. 
27, 11 C. B. 755. Alexander v. Jones, 1 LR. Ex. 1330 A foreigner 
who had his permanent dwelling in India for six months would, 
1 imagine, come under this Section, even though he were occasionally 
absent from India, either for business or pleasure. (Kerr v . Haynes, 
29 LJ QB. 70.) 

The dwelling must also be voluntary. Custody in gaol would not 
give jurisdiction. (Dunston v. Paterson, 28 LJ. CP. 07 4 CB. 
ITS. 279 ) 

“The Magistrate of the District or a Magistrate in charge of a division of a 
District, may issue a summons or warrant for the apprehension of any person 
within such District or division of a District, in respect of any offence known or 
suspected to have been committed by such person m a different District or 
division of a District ; or on the high seas, or m a foreign country, and for 
which, if committed within the jurisdiction of such Magistrate, he might wbuo 
a summons or warrant.” (Crun. Pro. C. s. 74.) 

It will be observed that Act 1 of 1849 only refers to offences com- 
mitted “ within the territories of any foreign Prince or State/’ There- 
fore if a murder were committed by a British subject in Pekin, he 
would be triable for it in Madras. But not if the same crime were 
committed by the same person in Hong Kong. He could only be 
proceeded against under the' provisions of Act YII of 1854, 

Act VII of 3854 provides for the apprehension and delivery up to 
justice of all persons, whether subjects of the British or of any foreign 
Government, who shall take refuge or be found in any part of British 
India, and be charged with ha\ing been guilty of heinous o lienees m 
any part of the dominions of Her Majesty, or m the teiritories of any 
foreign Prince or State. 

There are three modes of proceeding under this Act. First, on the 
requisition of a foreign or other Government. Secondly, on the pro- 
duction of a warrant issued in any part of Her Majesty’s dominions 
out of India ; and thirdly, in emergent cases, by the independent ac- 
tion of a Magistrate or Justice of the Peace within whose jurisdiction 
the criminal is found. 

Under the first mode of proceeding, a requisition must he made to 
the Government in India by the Government, whether British or 
Foreign, which seeks for the delivery of the Criminal. The Indian 
Government then, if it sees fit, issues an order, signed by a Secretary 
of State, and addressed to all Magistrates, directing an enquiry into 
the charge , (as. 1,2.) Upon this, the Magistrate, to whom the order is 
produced (s* 3) issues his warrant, inquires into the case, and 
makes his order releasing, bailing, or committing the accused, as in 
ordinary cases. In the two latter cases, he makes his report to Go* 
vernment ; (s, 13) who may then order the accused to be tried under 



COMMITTED' 1 OUT OF INDIA. 


Ad l of 1849, if hr comes within its provisions, or if not rany deliver 
him up to the Government which has made the requisition, [s 14). 

Requisitions of this character can only be acted on, where they 
allege a u heinous offence ” as defined in ss. 21, 22, or“ any other 
offence which in the judgment of the Government to which the re- 
quisition shall be made, shall be serious or aggravated, and foi which 
the person accused cannot be tried in India under Act I of 1849,” 
(s. 22.) 

Secondly — Where a Warrant is issued in any part of Her Majesty’s 
dominions out of India, foi the arrest of any person for any heinous 
offence which he is alleged to have committed, or of which he is al- 
leged to have been convicted, then any Magistrate or Justice of the 
[Peace, on proof of the signature of the officer signing the Wariant, 
and of Ins authority, may proceed to anest, hold to bail or commi^thc 
peison indicated, without any further order. But the person accused 
cannot be delivered over without an order of Government, (s 18.) 

Upon this Section it is necessary to remark, fiist, that the Warranty 
issued abroad must upon its face, and not by implication, allege the 
committal of, or a conviction for, a heinous offence under s. 21 ; s. 
22 seems only to apply to proceedings upon a requisition under s 1. 
Tlieiefore, if the Warrant charged the accused with swindling, or defa- 
mation, no action could be taken upon it. In the next place, the 
Magistrate mu3t have legal proof of the signature and official character 
of the person who has issued the Warrant. It will not prove itself, nor 
will it be sufficient that it is accompanied by a letter or any other 
document, which would itself be inadmissible as evidence. 

Thu dig . — Wheie a person is accused of a heinous offence under s. 
21, and his immediate apprehension may, in the opinion of the Ma- 
gistrate be necessary for the ends of justice, he may act on his 
own responsibility without either foreign Warrant, or order of Govern- 
ment. But the aecused shall not be delivered up without an older of 
Government, (s. 19.) Nothing is said as to the mode in which the 
party is to be accused, hut I presume the Magistrate would require 
an information to be laid before him, showing stiong grounds for sup- 
posing that he had committed a heinous offence, and also thatlie would 
escape, or that important evidence would he lost, if he were not sum- 
marily dealt with. 

tl Treaties between Franco and England, in August 1787 and March 181& 
(Articles 8 and 9) contain reciprocal btipulations for the surrender of persons 
accused of offences cognizable in Courts of Law within their respective pos- 
sessions m the East Indies.*' (I Phill. Int L 419.) 

There is also a later treaty with France, (13 Feb, 1843 confirmed 
by Act 6 & 7 Vic. c* 75) providing for the delivery up to justice of 
persons charged with murder, attempt to murder, forgery, or fraudulent 
bankruptcy committed within the jurisdiction of the requiring party, 
where the offender is found within the territories of the other party * 
But the British Government is only to make the surrender upon a form- 
al judicial document issued by 'a Judge or Magistrate in France. 
(Ibid. 427.) 
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By a treaty with America m 1342, continued b\ f> k 7 Viet v. 
76, persons ‘‘ charged with the crime of murder, m assault with intent 
to commit minder, or piracy or arson, or robbery, or forgery , or the 
nttciance of forged paper committed ivitlnn thejunsdietion of either of 
the 3> two nations, arc to be given up it found within the temtones of 
the other. This Statute only applied to cases “ wheie the giiiln party 
could be tried and punished only ivithiu the jurisdiction w luj.se I.iwn 
have been violated and therefore the word piracy docs not mean 
piracy jure, gentium , as every nation has jurisdiction over it, hut puuey 
by the Municipal law of each, (re Tertian, 33 L.h MO. 261.215,) 
So also it has been held that the offences specified in extradition 
treaties must be made out by evidence of facts which constitute the 
oftence by the general law of both the contracting parties* Therefore, 
that a person could not be given up who was charged with an act 
whfoli had been made forgeiy by the local law of New Aork, but 
which was not foigery by the gcneial law of either Great Britain, or 
the United States, (re Windsor, 34 LJ. MO. 163.) 

As to the proof of warrants and depositions transmitted by foieign 
officials m case of extiadition, See 29 & 30, A'ict, c. 131."" 

Stat- 18 & 19 Viet c. 91, s 21, provides that 

u If any poison being a Entuh subject, charged with having committed 
any crime or offence on board any British Ship on the high m\w, or in any 
foreign prut or harbour, or if any perbiin not being a British subject, charged 
with having committed any enme or offence on board any British Ship on 
the high seas, is found witlun thejunsdietion of any Court of Justice in Bor 
Majesty’s dominions which would have had cognisance of such crime or 
offence, it committed within the limits of its ordinary puibdiction, tuuh Court 
shall have jurisdiction to hear and try the ca&o as if such crime or offence had 
been committed withm such limits Provided that nothing contained iu 
this Section shall be construed to alter or interim with the Act 12 A 13 
Viet c. 9(J”, (Wee its pi o visions p, S.) 

This Statute is to be taken as part of the Merchant Shipping Auf, 
1854,(17 & IS Viet. c. 104) by s. 3 of which it is ptovulrd that, 
“ Her Majesty’s Dominions 5 ’ includes all territories (then) under the 
Government of the E. 1. Company. 

The fijjst question upon this Act is as to the meaning of the words 
“ British subject” These words have got two perfectly distinct 
meanings. One is a person who owes allegiance to the British Crown, 
by birth or naturalization. < (Reg. t?. Manning, 2 0. S& K. 900.) The 
other is a peison who by reason of his British origin is exempt from 
the Criminal jurisdiction of the Mofussil Courts. (See as to this, 
Book II ^ Want of juusdiction.) The former 1 conceive to be the 
meaning in the Statute quoted. It will bo observed that the Act is an 
amendment, of the Merchant Shipping Act, which applies generally to 
eyery part of the British dominions. It seems clear that the word Bri- 
tish when qualifying subject must mean the same thing as it does when 
qualifying Ship, and in either case must be taken simply as opposed to 
foreign. Accordingly, upon the construction of another Criminal Sta- 
tute, 9 Geo. IV. c. 31, s. 7, the words life Majesty's subject, and 
British subject, were treated by the Court as synonymous terms, in 
dealing with a Native of Malta. (Reg, m Azzopardi, I C & K. 203-207. 
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See too Reg. v . Manning, 2 C & K. 90 0.) The restricted meaning of 
the term would become important for the first time when the question 
arose, what Court in India was to tiy the prisoner P For instance, 
suppose an English Sailor and a Malabar cooly leturning fiom the 
West Indies join in robbing a passenger on board a British Ship 
while it is m a foicign port, and aie arrested when they reach 
India , both would be amenable to the jurisdiction of the Indian Courts, 
as being in the general sense Butish subjects. But the Englishman* 
as being a British subject in the restneted sense, could only be tried 
before the High Court, while the cooly might be tried by any Court 
in the Mofussil within whose jurisdiction he was found, provided it 
was capable of taking cognizance of theft 

A prisoner is “ found within the jurisdiction” under the meaning of 
this Statute, when he is actually piesent there, whether he came volun- 
tarily, or was bi ought by force , and even the fact ol his having been 
illegally put on board the ship wheie he committed the crime, 
makes no difference in the criminality of the act, or the junsdiction of 
the Court to try it. (Reg. v Lopez, 27 LJ. MC. 48. D & B. 525.) 
A special jurisdiction over Seamen on British Ships is given by the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 17 and 18 Viet. C. 104. s. 267. 

ct All offences against property or person committed in or at any place 
ashore or afloat out of Her Majesty’s Dominions (See s. 21) by any Mastci, 
Seaman or Apprentice, who at the time wheu the ofl'cnceis committed is, or 
within thioe mouths ptcvumsly has been, employed many British Slap, shall 
be deemed to be offences of the same n at me rebp actively, and be liable to the 
tame pmmhmontrespectively, and be enquired of, heard, tried, and determined 
and adjudged in the same manner, and by the same Courts, and m the same 
places, as if such offences had been committed within the jurisdiction of, the 
Admiralty of England ; and the costs and expenses of the prosecution of any 
such offence may be directed to be paid as in the case of costa and expenses of 
prosecutions for offences committed within the jurisdiction of the Admiralty 
of England.” (See as to such cobte, 7 Geo. IV. c, 64. s, 27, and 7 & 8 Viet. c. 
2.s 1.) 

Complaints of offences coming under the above Section may be 
enquired into on oath by any British Consular Officer, who may there- 
upon send the olfeuder in custody f< to the United Kingdom, or to any 
British possession in which there is a Court capable ot taking cog- 
nisance of the offence, m any ship belonging to Her Majesty or to any 
of Her subjects, to be there proceeded with according to law.” The 
master of the ship te shall on his ship’s arrival m the United Kingdom, or 
in such British possession as aforesaid, giveeveiy offender so committed 
to his charge into the custody of some Police Officer or Constable, ivho 
shall take the offender before a Justice of the Peace or other Magistrate 
einpowcicd by law to deal with the matter* and such Justice or 
Magistrate shall deal with the matter as m cases of offences committed 
on the high seas.” The expense of imprisoning the offender, and of 
conveying him and his witnesses to the place of trial shall be part of 
the costs of prosecution, or be paid as costs incurred an account of sea- 
faring subjects of Her Majesty left m distress m foreign parts, (s. 268. 
Sec as to last clause, ss. 21U213.) Sec as to the admissibility of 
depositions whore l ho witness is? hot producible, s, 270, 
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In a recent case it was intimated by the Judges that this Act would 
apply to an Ainencan citizen, who was serving on a British Ship, at 
the time the offence was committed. It was not however necessary to 
decide the point, as the jurisdiction at common law was made out, 
(Reg, v . Anderson 1 LR. C. 0. 161.) 

The Supreme Courts in India have always had an Admiralty juris* 
^diction by vutue of their lespective Charters, and under 53 (!co* 111* 
e 155, s. 110, which, after reciting a doubt whether the Admualty 
jurisdiction extended to any persons but those who where amenable to 
then ordinary jurisdiction, enacted* 

“ That it shall and may be lawful for His Majesty’s Courts at Calcutta 
Madras and Bombay, exercising Admiralty jurisdiction, to take cognizamf 
of all crimes perpetrated on the high seas by any person or persons what- 
soever in as full and ample a manner, as any other Couit of Admiralty juris-* 
diction. (See as to this jurisdiction. 1 Russ. 162. n, 4th ed.) 

The Admiralty jurisdiction of the new High Courts of Judicature 
now rests upon Act 24 & 25 Vic c. 104, s, 9, and ss. 32 & 
33 of the Letters Patent of 1865 constituting such Courts 

Till lately the Mofussil Courts have had no similar jurisdiction Now 
by the combined effect of 12 & 13 Vic. c. 96 and 23 & 24 Vic. c* 
88, s. 1, it is enacted, 

“ That if any person in British India shall be charged with the commis- 
sion of any treason, piracy, felony, rubbery, murder, conspiracy or other 
offence, of what nature soever, committed upon the sea or in any haven, 
river, creek or place where the Admiral has power, authority or jurisdiction, 
or if any person chaiged with the commission of any such offence upon the 
sea, or m any such haven, nvei, cieek or place, shall be brought for trial to 
British India, then and m every such case all Magistrates, Justices of the 
Peace, public prosecutors, Junes, judges, Com ts, public oflicerw, and other 
persons in India shall have and exeicisc the same jiuisdiction and authori- 
ties for inquiring of, trying, hearing, determining and adjudging Mich oflen- 
ces, and they are hereby lespectively authored, empowcicd ami requited to 
institute and cairy on all such proceedings for the bringing of such petvon 
so charged as aforesaid to trial, and for and auxiliary to and consequent upon 
the trial of any such person for any such offence wherewith he may be charg- 
ed as aforesaid, as by the law of Bntiah India would and ought to have been 
had and exercised, or instituted and earned on by thpm respectively if such 
offence had been committed, and such person had been charged with having 
committed the same, upon any waters situate within the Hunts of British 
India, and within the limits of the local jurisdiction of the Courts of Crimi- 
nal Justice.” (And see Cr. P. C, s 74 ante p. 4.) 41 Provided always, that if 
any person shall be convicted before any such Court of any such offence, 
such person so convicted shall be subject and liable to, and shall suffer all 
such and the sara6 pains, penalties and foifextures as by any law or laws now 
in force persons convicted of the same respectively would bo subject and 
liable to, in case such offence had been committed, and wore inquired of, 
tried, heaid, determined and adjudged in England, any law, statute or usage 
to the contrary notwithstanding. 5 ’ (12 and 13 Viet. c. 96. ss* 1. 2.) 

The effect of these provisions seems to be to apply the Indian pro- 
cedure to the substantive English criminal law. The person can only 
be charged with that which was an offence where it was committed, viz* 
on the high seas, where the criminal law of England prevails, Uc 
could not be indicted in India for adulttry on the passage out, as that 
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US' not an offence by English law. When convicted, lus punishment 
vi ill be the same as it would have been, had he been tried in London. 
Therefore he could not be whipped for a theft. But he could not claim 
to be tried by a Jury in the Mofussil, or by a jury de medtetaie lingua 
in the Presidency 'towns, for that is matter of mere procedure. 

Accordingly in a lecent casein Bengal, a prisoner, a British subject, 
was charged under 1 Viet. c. 85, s. 2 with feloniously wounding another a 
person on a British ship on the high seas, with intent to disable. The * 
jury found him guilty of unlawfully wounding, without the felonious 
intent, which was a verdict that they could lawfully bring m upou 
such an indictment, under the provisions of Hand 15 Viet, c 19, s. 5. 
It was held that the prisoner was punishable under English law, and 
that he was properly charged with an offence under English law, and 
that upon such charge he could be convicted of any offence, of whyili 
he could under English law have been convicted on a charge so framed. 
But that the proceduie was that of the place of trial, and therefore the 
prisonei could not object to the absence of a grand Jury, which was 
abolished by Act XIII of 1865. (Beg. v. Thompson 1 B. 0. CR. I.) 

Where however the offence was committed within three miles of the 
Indian Coast, it was suggested by Holloway J. that the locality was 
“within the territories” of British India, as defined in ss. 1 & 2 
of the Indian Penal Code, and that the offence ought to be charged 
under that Code. (Reg. v. Irvine. 1st Mad. Sessions, 1867). 

Where any person dies in India of a stroke, poisoning or hurt in- 
flicted within the Admiralty jurisdiction, every offence committed m 
respect of any such case, whether the same shall amount to the 
offence of murder or manslaughter, or of being accessory before the 
fact to murder, or after the fact to murder or manslaughter, majr be 
dealt with, enquired, tried, determined and punished in India in the 
same manner in all respects £s if such offence had been wholly com- 
mitted in India. But where the death has occurred upon the sea, or 
within Admiralty jurisdiction then " such offence shall be held for the 
purpose of this Act to have been wholly committed upon the sea.” 
(12 & 13 Viet, c. 96. s. 3.) 

Where a person charged under this Act has, and claims, tlje privi- 
lege of being tried by the High Court, “ the Court exercising criminal 
jurisdiction shall certify the fact and claim to the Governor of such 
place, or chief local authority thereof, and such Governor or chief 
local authority shall thereupon order and cause the said person charg- 
ed to be sent m custody to such one of the Presidencies as such 
Governor shall think fit, for trial before the Supreme (High) Court of 
such Presidency, and the said Supreme Court, and all public officers 
and other persons in the Presidency, shall have the same jurisdiction 
and authorities, and proceed in the same manner in relation to the 
person charged with such offence, as if the same had been committed 
or originally charged to have been committed within the limits of the 
ordinary jurisdiction of such Supreme Court.” (23 & 24 Viet. c. 
88. a. 2) 

Admiralty jurisdiction is entirely confined to the water. No crime 
committed on land comes within its cognizance. It applies in the 
following instances. 
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1. To all subjects of the Queen who commit any offence upon the 
high seas, or in any poit, cieek or river, of a tidal character, winch 
may be considered as merely an extension of the sea. Where an 
English sailor was charged with stealing tea out of a vessel which lay 
in the river at Warapu in China, twenty or thirty miles from sea, it 
was held that the Central Cnminal Couifc in London, Which exercises 
Admiralty functions, had jurisdiction over the offence, though no evi- 
dence was offeied to show whether the tide flowed where the vessel 
lay ; " The place being one where great ships go.” (R, ?», Alim, L 
Moo. C, C. 494, Reg. t>. Bruce. 2 Leach, 1098.) And so Wood, 
V. C. said (29 LJ. Ch. 879.) “ There cannot be any doubt or 
question that, diieetly low water mark is passed, a vessel is on the 
high seas.” (See too The Eclipse, 31 LJ. Adm. 201.) 

2. To all persons, whether subjects or foreigners, who commit 
any offence, on board a British Ship, oi a Ship lawfully in British pos- 
session, as for instance, a piize of war, when such vessel is on the high 
seas, or in any tidal port, creek, or river. (Reg. v. Serve, 2 C & K. 53* 
1 Phili. Int. L. 377.) 

In a very recent case, (Reg. v. Anderson 1 LR. CC. T61) an Ameri- 
can citizen was indicted at the Oential Criminal Court for a murder, 
committed by him on a British vessel in which he was solving, and 
which at the time was in the river Gaionne, 90 miles from the sea, 
and of course in the heart of Trance. It wa9 held that he was liable 
to the Admiralty jurisdiction at common law, independently of the 
provisions of the Meichant Shipping Act, s. 267. (ante p. 7) The 
Court treated it as perfectly plain that the place where the ship lay 
was within Admiralty jurisdiction, being f< in a navigable river, in a 
broad part of it below all budges, and at a point where the tide 
ebbs and flows, and where great ships lie and hover. 1 ’ (p. 167.) As to 
the nationality of the prisoner that was immaterial, amce as long as he 
was on a British ship, he was on British territory, under the piotec- 
tion of, and bound to render obedience to Butish laws. 

Where a foreign vessel comes within three miles of tho shore of 
another State, or enters its ports or harbours, it becomes subject to 
tbe laws of that State, without ceasing to be bound by its own 
laws. (Reg. v. Anderson, 1 LR. CC. 161,Rolet v> Reg. I LR. PG\ 
198. Pbill. Int. L. 373.) But ships of war retain their exclusive 
national character under all circumstances, and no foreign jurisdiction 
can be exercised in respect of any acts done on board them. (L Phill. 
Int. L. 366.) 

But where a foreigner is illegally and against his own consent in 
custody on board of a British ship, or is in custody, however legally, 
merely by virtue of superior force, as in the case of a prisoner of war, 
no acts done by him meiely for the purpose of effecting his escape, 
aie criminal offences. This point was very much argued in the case 
of Reg. Serva, where the prisoners were captured as slaves, and 
rose upon the crew of the British cruiser. The point was not decided 
however, as^ the Court acquitted them on the ground that the ship in 
which the killing took place was not shown by law to have been a 
British ship, and therefore that the Court had no jurisdiction. Baron 
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Altlerson’3 inclination seemed to be against the right of the 
to slay their captors. In one place he said : — 

u If these petrous had been brought on board 'The Wasp/ and 
conspired to kill the English and had dons so, would not that have been 
murder (2 C. & K (54) aud iu another place he observed — 

u If a prisoner of war killed the captain who carried him on board hi** 
ship, would he not be triable heie? — and yet, he does not come on board 
voluntarily ” (Ibid. 59, aud see arguments, pp. 70, 89, 93, 95.) 

The question however is now settled, as I have stated the law 
above, by the decision in Rsg. v. Sattler D. & B. 539, 27 LJ. M. 
0. 50. There, a criminal who had been arrested in Hamburgh, and 
was in irons on board an English steamer, shot the officer, who after- 
wards died of his wound. Lord Campbell, CJ. during the argu- 
ments of the case said — 

u If a prisoner of war who had not given his parol, killed a sentineFia 
trying to escape, it would not be murder.” 

In giving the judgment of the full Court, (fourteen Judges, among 
whom the heads of the tluee Courts were present) he said — 

4 Here a crime is committed by the prisoner on board an English ship on 
the high seas, which would have been murder if the killing had been by au 
Englishman m an English county ; and we are of opinion that under those 
circumstances, whether the captuie at Hamburgh, and the subseqoent 
detention were lawful or unlawful, the prisoner was guilty of murder, and 
of an offence against the laws of England , tor he was m au English ship, 
part of the territory of England, entitled to the protection of the English 
law, and ho owed obedience to that law ; and he committed the crime of 
murder— -that is to say, he shot the officer, not with the view of obtaining 
his liberation, but from revenge and malice prepense (D. & B, 547.) 

The mere fact that the slap has a certificate of registry as a British 
ship is primd facte evidence that she is -such. But the presumption 
may be rebutted, as fox instance, by showing that her owner was aa 
alien. (Beg. e. Bjornson ; 34 LJ. MC. 180.) 

3- All cases of piracy, by whomsoever and wherever committed, 
are within Admit ality jurisdiction, for pirates are common enemies, 
and may be tried wherever they are found. ( 1 PhilL Int, L. 379 ) 

fi Piracy, is an assault upon vessels navigated on the high seas, committed, 
ammo furandi } whether the robbeiy or depredation be effected or not, and 
whether or not it be accompanied by murder or personal violence.” (Ibid ) 

And where the ships were not seized upon the high seas, but were 
cariied away and navigated by the very persons who originally seized 
them. Dr. Luahington laid it down, that the possession at sea was a 
pnatical possession, and the cairying away the ships on the high 
seas were piratical acts. (Case of the Magellan Pirates. 1 PhilL Iut. 
L. 39 1.) So also it is piracy, where persons who have lawfully en- 
tered a ship as paaseugers, crew or otherwise, afterwards feloniously 
carry aud sail away with the ship itself, or take away any merchandise, 
or goods, tackle, apparel or furniture out of it, thereby putting the 
Master of such ship and his company in fear. (Per Sir Leoline 
Jenkins, 1 PhilL Int, L. 3S4.) 

It will be seen that the Acts and Statutes just referred to govern 
two distinct cases ; first, crimes committed on land, out of British ter* 


pto^nevs 
had fchertr* 
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rittirics ; secondly, crimes committed on the seas all over the waild. But 
there is a third case which may arise ; vi2., where a crime is commit- 
ted inland within the British territories, but in a place where no Court 
has jurisdiction. In one case, some Burmese, Native subjects of 
the Crown, were indicted before the Supreme Court of Calcutta for a 
murder committed on some uninhabited islands in the Bay oi Bengal. 
The Supreme Court had no jurisdiction over the prisoners as Buimcse, 
nor over the place where the crime was committed, which was beyond 
the limits of the Charter The indictment was framed under 9 Goo- 
IV. c. 74, s. 56, which provides that, where a person has been wound- 
ed within the limits of the Charter* and has died without those limits, 
or vice versa. 

Every offence committed in respect of such case, may bo dealt with by 
any of His Majesty’s Courts of Justice within the Bntwh territories under 
th^ Government of the East India Company, in the same manner in all res- 
pects as if such offence had been wholly committed within the jnrwdietion 
of the Court, within the jurisdiction of which such offender shall be appro- 
hended or be in custody.’ 1 

After conviction, it was held by the Pi ivy Council that the pri- 
soners must be released, since the Supreme Court had ifo jurisdiction 
either over the place wheie, or over the persons by whom the crime 
was perpetrated. The object of the Statute was held to be 

“ Only to apply the law which had been lately enacted in England, as to 
an offence partly committed m one parb and partly completed in another, to 
the East Indies, and not to make a new enactment rendering persons liable 
fora complete offence, who would not have been liable before. 1 ' (Ngoarab 
Hoong v . the Queen, 7 Moo. I. A 72, 108.) ' 

A fortiori . — There is no jurisdiction, where the blow 19 inflicted by 
one foreigner upon another foreigner on board a foreign vessel on 
the high seas, though the death occurs, and the prisoner is in custody 
within the jurisdiction. (Reg. r. Lewis, 2(> L.f MO. 104 1) & 
B. 183.) 

And I do not conceive that 1 2 & 13 Viet. c. 96 (ante p. 8) 
makes any difference. As I understand that Statute, it confers upon 
inland CourtB in the Colonies and Tndia, the jurisdiction possessed by 
the Admiralty Court* Bat it does not confer upon them a jurisdiction 
neither possessed by the Admiralty nor by any other Court in Eng- 
land (See Reg. v. Bjornsen, 34 LJ. MC, 139.) 

5. Nothing in this Act is intended to repeal, 
vary, suspend, or affect any of the pro- 
* C wXS3ta visions of the Statute 3 and 4 Wil- 
this Act, liam IV, Chapter 85, or of any Act 

of Parliament passed after that Sta- 
tute in any wise affecting the East India Company, 
or the said Territories, or the Inhabitants thereof, 
or any of the provisions of any Act for punishing 
mutiny and desertion of Officers and Soldiers in the 
service of Her Majesty or of the East India Com- 



SPECIAL AND LOCAL ACTS. 


13 


pany, or of any Act for the Government of the In- 
dian Navy, or of any special or local law. 

It may be useful to append a list of some of tlie principal Acts 
winch will still remain in force under this Section. The list does not 
profess to be exhaustive. 

Abkareb, Bengal Act21ofI856, 23 of 1860. 

Madras „ 19 of 1852, 3 of 1864, (Madras.) 
Animals, Cruelty to „ 1 of 1869, (Bengal.) 

Arms and ammunition, „ 31 of I860, 6 of 1866. 

Army, tampering with, Act 14 of 1849. 

„ Mutiny in Native, Act 25 of 1857. 

„ Mutiny and desertion in European, serving in India, Act 11 
of 1856, 26 & 27 Vic c. 48. 

,, Mutiny and desertion. Her Majesty’s Eorces. A new Acf is 
passed each year 

Articles op war for Native Tioops, Act 5 of 1869. 

Boats, Acts 4 of 1842. 28 of 1858. 

Breaches oi?. Contract, by Artificers. Act 13 of 1859, 3 of 1863 
(Madras.) 

Cattle Killing, Bengal, Act 4 of 1856. 

Census, Act 11 of 1863 (Bombay.) 

Coin, 16 vSt 17 Vic. c. 4A 

Conservancy op Towns, Act 14 of 1856, 3 of 1864. (Bengal.) 

9 of 1865, and 9 of 1867 (Madras ) 

Contagious Diseases, Act 14 of 1868, Act 6 of 1867 (Bombay.) 
Cotton Frauds, Act 9 of 1863, (Bombay.) 

Courts Martial, 7 Vic. c. 18, 7 & 8 Vic. c. 28. 

Crimping, Act 24 of 1852. 

Customs, consolidation, Act 6 of 1863, 23 of 1864, 25 of 1865, 18 
of 1866,17 of 1867, 11 of 1868. 

East Indian Irrigation, Act 8 of 1867 (Bombay,) 

Emigration of Native Labourers, Acts 13 of 1864, and 6 of 1869, 
3 of 1863, (Bengal) 5 of 1866 (Madras.) # 

Escape prom Gaol, Act 17 of 1860, Act 9 of 1866, (Bengal.) 
Excise, Act 16 ot 1863. ' 

Ferries, Act 2 of 1868 (Bombay.) 

Foreigners, Act 3 of 1864. 

Furnaces, Act 8 of 1862, (Bombay) 2 of 186 3/ (Bengal.) 
Gambling, Act 3 of 1866. (Bombay) Act 2 of 1867. (Bengal) 

„ in N. W. Provinces, Act 3 of 1867. 

Hackney Carriages, Act 6 of 1863, (Bombay) 5 of 1866, (Bengal.) 
Income Tax, Act 9 of 1869. 

India, Government of, 21 & 22 Vic. c. 106. 

„ „ 22 & 23 Vic. c. 41. 

Insolvency, 11 Vic. c. 21. 

Irrigation Works, Act 1 of 1858* 

Jails, discipline of, Acts 4 of 1S62 & 2 of 1864, (Bengal.) 
Lottery, Aet 5 of 1844. 

Malabar, Moplah Outrages, Act 20 of 1859. 
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Malabar, Offensive Weapons in, Act 24 of 185 4. 

Marines, Royal, 23 Viet. c. 10. 28 Viet. c. 12- 
Markets and Fairs, Act 4 of 1862, (Bombay ) 

Marriages m India, 14 Sc 15 Viet. c. 40, Act 25 of 1864. 5 of 1865. 
Martial Law, Reg. 7 of 1808. 

Merchant Shipping, 17 & 18 Viet, c 104, 18 & 10 Viet. c. 01, 2.» 

& 26 Viet. c. 63. Act 1 of 1859, 15 of 1863. 

Military Cantonments, Act 22 of 1864, 1 of 1866. (Madras.') 3 
of 1867 (Bombay.) 

Minors, Acts 21 of 1855, 14 of 1853. 

Municipal Rates, Act 25 of 1856, Acts 6 of 1863, 18 of 1864, & 
6 of 1866, (Bengal) 9 of 1865, and 9 of 1867 (Madias), 2 of 1865 
and 4 of 1867 (Bombay.) 

Navy, Royal, 27 & 28 Viet. c. 119. 

* Indian, Desertion, from, Act 3 of 1855. 

Offences, Act 4 of 1867. 

Panjab, Outrages in the, Act 21 of 1867. 

Passengers m Ships, 15 St 16 Viet. c. 44. 

,, „ 16 & 17 Viet. o. 84. « 

„ „ Acts 1 of 1857, 21 of 1858, 2 of 1860. 

Penal Servitude, Act 24 of 1855. 

Petty Offences, Madras, Acts 21 of 1839, 3 of 1842. 

Petty Sessions, Act 4 of 1S66, (Bombay.) 

Pier, Act 5 of 1863, (Madras ) 

Poisons, Act 8 of 1866, (Bombay.) 

Police in Bengal, Acts 6 of 1867 and 6 of 1868, (Bengal.) 

„ in Bombay, Acts 7 and 8 of 1867, (Bombay.) 

„ m Calcutta, Acts 2, 4 and 8 of 1866, (Bengal.) 

„ General, Act 5 of 1861. 

„ in Madras, Act 24 of 1859, Acts 5 of 1865 and 8 of 1867, 
(Madras.) 

Ports, Acts 22 of 1855 and 19 of I860, Acts 1 of 1561 and 7 of 
1867 (Madras), Act 3 of 18G7, (Bengal.) 

Post Office, Act 14 of 1866. 

Railway, Acts 18 of 1854, 52 oflS60. 

„ „ Servants, Act 31 of 1867. 

Registration op Assurances, Act 20 of 1866- 
Salt Acts, 14 of 1843, 6 of 1844, 36 of 1855, 19 of 1862 and 7 of 
1864 and 7 of 1864, (Bengal.) 

Saltpetre, Acts 31 of 1861, 33 of 1867. 

Sanitary Regulation, Act 6 of 1867, (Bombay.) 

Sarais, Regulation of, Act 22 of 1867. 

Shipping, Act 10 of 1841, Act 3 of 1867, (Bengal.) 

Signals on the Hooghly, Act 1 of 1862, (Bengal.) 

Soldier’s Arms, Act 7 of 1867. 

Spirituous Liquors, Act 9 of 1867, (Bombay ) 

Stamps, Act 10 of 1862. 

State Offences, Act 11 of 1857. 

„ Prisoners, Act 3 of 1858. 

Steam Vessels, Survey of, Act 2 of 1864, (Bombay) ; 5 of 1862, 
and 1 of 1868, (Bengal.) 
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Boilers, Act 6 of 1864, (Bengal ) 

Telegraph, Acts 34 of 1854, 8 of 1860. 

Tolls ou Canals, Act 4 of 1864, (Bengal.) 

,, on the Ganges, Act 1 of 1837. 

Trades and Professions, taxing, Act 2 of 1869, (Bombay.) 
Whipping, Act 6 of 1864. 

The words £C special 39 and “ local law 33 are defined by ss. 41, 42 of 
Chap, II. 

Although an offence is expressly made punishable by a special or 
local law, it will be also punishable under the Penal Code, if the facts 
come within the definitions of the Code. Accoidingly the High Court 
of Madras held that a prisoner might be punished under s. 465, for 
making a false declaration under s. 5 of Act X of 1841, though a 
specific penalty is provided by s 23 of that Act. (Rulings of 1865 on 
Section 5.) The Court of Session has jurisdiction to hear appeals *on 
sentences passed by a Magistrate under such special and local laws. 
(Rulings of Mad H. 0- 1 865 on a 409 of Cr. P. C ) ; and conveiseiy, 
it is no reason for quashing a conviction under a special law, for in- 
stance under s. 29 of Act Y of 1861, that the facts would constitute an 
offence punishable under the Penal Code. (4 RC. CR* 17 ) 


CHAPTER II. 

GENERAL EXPLANATIONS. 

6. Throughout this Code every definition of an 
offence, every penal provision, and 
every illustration of every such defini- 
tion or penal provision, shall be under- 
stood subject to the exceptions con- 
tained in the Chapter entitled “ General Exceptions,” 
though those exceptions are not repeated in such 
definition, penal provision, or illustration. 

Illustrations* 

{a) The Sections in this Code, which contain definitions of offen- 
ces, do not express that a child under seven years of age cannot^ com- 
mit such offences • but the definitions are to be understood subject to 
the general exception which provides that nothing shall be an offence 
which is done by a child under seven years of age. 

(fi) A, a Police Officer without warrant, apprehends Z, who has 
committed murder. Here A is not guilty of the offence of wrongful 
confinement ; for he was bound by law to apprehend Z, and therefore 
the case falls within the general exception which provides that " no- 
thing is an offence which is done by a person who is bound by law to 
do it" 


Definitions in 
the Code tobe un- 
derstood subject 
to exceptions. 
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SSxpreseion once *"■ tiVCry expression which is I’V- 

inttn?.™ P la \ Qe . d in ^ P art °J‘ «»» Oodo, irt 
throughout the used in every part or tins Code in 
Coiie * conformity with the explanation. 

8. The pronoun “ho” and its deri- 
Gender. vatives are used of any person, whe- 

ther male or female. 

9. Unless the contrary appears from the context, 
Number. words importing the singular number 

include the plural number, and words 
importing the plural number include the singular 
number. 


10. The word “man” denotes a male human 
being of any age : the word “ woman,” 
denotes a female human being of any 
age. 

11. The word “person” includes 
any Company or Association or body 
of persons, whether incorporated or 
not. 

12. The word “public” includes 
any class of the public or any com- 
munity. 

13. The word “ Queen” denotes the sovereign foi 

« Queen. 1 # the time bein S .of the United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Ireland. 

14. -The words u servant of the Queon” denote 

Servant of the °r servants, continued ap- 


H Man.” 

“ Woman.” 


“ Person.’ 


(i Public ” 


Queen.” 


pointed or employed in India by or 
under the authority of the said Sta- 
tute 21 and 22 Victoria, Chapter 106, entitled “ Air 
Act for the better government of India,” or by or 
under the authority of the Government of India or 
any Government. 


1 5. The words “ British India” denote the Terri- 
« British India 1J t° r * es which are or may become vested 
in Her Majesty by the said Statute 2 1 

See as to " Government” post, s. 17 . 
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■ 

and. 22 Victoria, Chapter 106, entitled “ An Act for 
the better Government of India,” except the Settle- 
ment of Prince of Wales’ Island, Singapore, and 
Malacca 


16. The words “ Government of India” denote 
the Governor-Genera) of India in 
ln&x&p Tament oi Council, or, during the absence of 
the Governor- General of India from 
his Council, the President in Council, or the Gover- 
nor-General of India alone as regards the powers 
which may be lawfully exercised by them or hipi 
respectively. 


17. The word “ Government” denotes the person 

“ Government ” or . P ersons authorized by law to ad- 
minister Executive Government in 
any part of British India. 

1 8. The word “ Presidency” denotes the Terri- 

“ Presidency. 1 ' tor i es subject to the Government of 

a Presidency. 


19. The word “ Judge” denotes not only every 
“ Judge.” person who is officially designated as a 
Judge, but also every person who is 
empowered by law to give, in any legal proceeding, 
civil or criminal, a definitiv e jud gment, or a judg- 
ment which, if not appealed against, would be defi- 
nitive, or a judgment which, if confirmed by some 
other authority, would be definitive, or who js one 
of a body of persons, which body of persons is em- 
powered by law to give such a judgment. 


Illustrations , 


(a) A Collector exercising jurisdiction in a suit under Act X of 
1859, is a Judge. 

(&) A Magistrate exercising jurisdiction in respect of a charge on 
which he has power to sentence to fine or imprisonment, with or with- 
out appeal, is a Judge. 

(c) A Member of a Punchayet which has power, under Regula- 
tion VII of 1816 of the Madras Code, to try and determine suits, is a 
J udge. 

(*9 A Magistrate exercising jurisdiction in respect of a charge on 
which he has power only to commit tor trial to another Court, is not 
a Judge. 


3 
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3HTBMC SERVANTS. 


Judges and public Servants not removeable fiom office without the 
sanction of Government, can only be prosecuted for offences under the 
Penal Code, committed by them in then official capacity, by permission 
of the Government, or ot some officer, or superior authority empowered 
to grant such permission. (Cr. P. C, s.167.) 

20 . The words “ Court of Justice” denote a Judge 

who is empowered by law to act judi 
•tice."° Wrt ° f JuS <aally alone, or a body of J udges which 
is empowered by law to act judicially 
as a body, when such J udge or body of J udges is act- 
ing judicially. 

„ Illustration. 

A Punchayet acting under Regulation VT1 of 1816 of the Madras 
■Code, having power to try and determine suits, is a Court of Justice. 

21. The words " public servant” denote a person 

« Public Servant.’ W . ° f the ^ScriptionS 

hereinafter following, namely : — 

First , — Every Covenanted Servant of the Queen ; 

Second . — Every Commissioned Officer in the Mili- 
tary or Naval Forces of the Queen while serving 
■under the Government of India, or any Government ; 

Third . — Every Judge ; 

Fourth. — Every Officer of a Court of Justice whose 
duty it is, as such Officer, to investigate or report on 
any matter of law or fact, or to make, authenticate, 
or keep any document, or to take charge or dis- 
pose of any property, or to execute any judicial pro- 
cess, or to administer any oath, or to interpret, or to 
preserve order in the Court, and every person spe- 
cially authorized by a Court of Justice to perform 
any of such duties ; 

Fifth. — Every Juryman, Assessor, or member of 
a Punchayet assisting a Court of Justice or public 
servant , 

Sixth, — Every Arbitrator or other person to whom 
any cause or matter has been referred for decision 
or report by any Court of Justice, or by any other 
competent public authority ; 

Seventh, — Every person who holds any office by 
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virtue o£ which he is empowered to place or keep any 
person in confinement ; 

Eighth . — Every Officer of Government whose duty 
it is, as such Officer, to prevent offences, to give in- 
formation of offences, to bring offenders to justice, or 
to protect the public health, safety, or convenience ; 

Ninth . — Every Officer whose duty it is, as such 
Officer, to take, receive, keep, or expend any property 
on behalf of Government, or to make any survey, 
assessment, or contract on behalf of Government, or 
tc execute any revenue process, or to investigate, or 
to report on any matter affecting the pecuniary in- 
terests of Government, or to make, authenticate, or 
keep any document relating to the pecuniary inter- 
ests of Government, or to prevent the infraction of 
any law for the protection of the pecuniary interests 
of Government, and every Officer in the service or 
pay of Government, or remumerated by fees or com- 
mission for the performance of any public duty ; 

Tenth . — Every Officer whose duty itis, as such Offi- 
cer, to take, receive, keep, or expend any property, to 
make any survey or assessment, or to levy any rate 
or tax for any secular common purpose of any village, 
town, or district, or to make, authenticate, or keep 
any document for the ascertaining of the rights of 
the people of any village, town, or district. 

Illustration. 

A Municipal Commissioner is a public servant. 

Explanation 1. — Persons falling under any of the 
above descriptions are public servants, whether ap- 
pointed by the Government or not. 

Explanation 2. — Wherever the words “ public 
servant” occur, they shall be understood of every per- 
son who is in actual possession of the situation of a 
public servant, whatever legal defect there may be in 
his right to hold that situation. 

22. The words “ moveable property” are intended 
to include corporeal property of every 
perty.’’ Veft 9pr °" description, except land and things at- 
tached to the earth, or permanently 
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fastened to any thing which is attached to the 
earth. 


23. “Wrongful gain” is gain by unlawful means 
<■ Wrongful gain." of Property to which the person gain- 
ing is not legally entitled. 

“Wrongful loss” is the loss by unlawful means of 

■‘Wrongful lose.” P*>P el Jy to which the person losing it 
is legally entitled. 

A person is said to gain wrongfully when such 
person retains wrongfully, as well as 
when such person acquires wrongfully. 
A person is said to lose wrongfully 
when such person is wrongfully kept 
out of any property, as well as when 
such person is wrongfully deprived of 
property. 

24. Whoever does any thing with the intention 

“Dishonestly.” ° f C£lUSin g g ain to 0ne per- 

son, or wrongful loss to another per- 
son, is said to do that thing “dishonestly.” 


''Wrongful gain” 
includes wrongful 
retention of pro- 
perty. 

"Wrongful loss” 
includes the being 
wrongfully kept 
out of property. 


25, 


‘‘Fraudulently.” 


A person is said to do a thing fraudulently, 
if he does that thing with intent to 
defraud, but not otherwise. 


26. 


"Reason to be- 
lieve," 


A person is said to have “ reason to be- 
lieve” a thing, if he has sufficient 
cause to believe that thing, but not 
otherwise. 


27. When property is in the possession of a per- 
son, wife, clerk, or servant, on ac- 
ses^on ert <tf 11 w P ife’ count of that person, it is in that per- 
d«k, or servant ’ son’s possession within the meaning 
of this Code. 

Explanation* — A person employed temporarily or 
on a particular occasion in the capacity of a clerk 
or servant, is a clerk or servant within the meaning 
of this Section. 
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28. A person is said to “ counterfeit,” who causes 

“Coanterfeit.” ? ne f° resemble another thing, 

intending by means of that resem- 
blance to practise deception, or knowing it to be like- 
ly that deception will thereby be practised. 

Explanation . — It is not essential to counterfeiting 
that the imitation should be exact. ’ ° 

29. The word “ document” denotes any matter 

-Document" ex P res sed or described upon any sub- 
stance by means of letters, figures, or 

marks, or by more than one of those means, intendsd 
to be used, or which maybe used, as evidence of that 
matter. 

See note to s. 464. 

Explanation !. — It is immaterial by what means, 
or upon what substance the letters, figures, or marks 
are formed, or whether the evidence is intended for, 
or maybe used in, a Court of Justice, or not. 

Illustrations • 

A writing expressing the terms of a contract, which may be used as 
evidence of the contract, is a document. 

A Check upon a Banker is a document. 

A Power of Attorney is a document. 

A Map or Plan which is intended to be used, or which may be used 
as evidence, is a document. 

A writing containing directions or instructions is a document. 

Explanation 2. — Whatever is expressed by queans 
of letters, figures, or marks as explained by mercan- 
tile or other usage, shall be deemed to be expressed 
by such letters, figures, or marks within the mean- 
ing of this Section, although the same may not be 
actually expressed. 

Illustration, 

A writes his name on the back of a Bill of Exchange payable to his 
order. The meaning of the endorsement, as explained by mercantile 
usage, is that the BUI is to be paid to the holder. The endorsement is 
a document, and must be construed in the same manner as if the words 
“ pay to the holder/’ or words to that effect, had been written over 
the signature. 
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** Valuable secu- 
rity.* 


30. The words “ valuable security’’ denote a 
document which is, or purports to be, 
a document whereby any legal right 
is created, extended, transferred, re- 
stricted, extinguished, or released, or whereby any 
person acknowledges that he lies under legal liabi- 
lity, or has. not a certain legal right. 

Illustration. 


A writes bis name on the back of a Bill of Exchange. As the effect 
of this endorsement is to transfer the right to the Bill to any person 
who may become the lawful holder of it, the endorsement is a a valu* 
blc security I* 

A settlement of account in writing, though unsigned, and contain- 
ing no promise to pay, has been held to be a “ valuable security” as 
being evidence of an obligation, (2 Mad. H. Ct. 2*7.) 

“A win.” 31. The words “ a Will” denote 

V! ' any testamentary document. 

32. In every part of this Code, except where a 
contrary intention appears from the 
context, words which refer to acts 
done extend also to illegal omissions. 

33. The word “ act” denotes as 
well a senes of acts as a single act : 
the word “ omission” denotes as well 

a series of omissions as a single omission. 

34. When a criminal act is done 

Each of several by several persons, each of such 

an act donebyallin per SOBS IS liable IOT that act in the 
!?** ry ner , as lf same manner as if the act were douo 
by him alone. 

But he is not liable for the act of each person, unless it was done 
in the furtherance of the common design of all. As Sir B, Peacock, 
CJ. said in a recent case. (1 R. C k C, Or. K, 43.) 

u If the object and design of those who seized Amoordee was 
merely to take him to the Tannah on a charge of theft, and it was no 
part of the common design to beat him, they would not all be liable 
for the consequence of the beating, merely because they were present* 
It is laid down that when several persons are in company together, 
engaged in one common purpose, lawful or unlawful, and one of them, 
without the knowledge or consent of the others, commits an offence. 


Words referring 
to acts include ille- 
gal omissions. 


« Act,” 

H 0 missions. ’* 
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the others will not be involved in the guilt, unless the act done was in 
some maunei m furtheiance of the common intention,” 

itf It is also said that although a man is present when a felony is 
committed, if he take no pai t in it, and do not act in concert with 
those who committed it, he will not be a felon, merely because he did 
not attempt to pi event it, or to apprehend the felon.” 

u But if several persons go out together tor the purpose of apprehend- 
ing a man and taking him to the Tannah on a charge of theft, and some 
of the party in the presence of the others beat and lll-tieat the man 
in a cruel and violent manner, and the others stand by and look on, 
without endeavouring to dissuade them fiom their cruel and violent 
■conduct, it appears to me that those who have to deal with the facts 
might very propeily infer that they were all assenting parties, and acting 
in conceit, and that the beating was in furtherance of a common de* 

• a * 

sign 

I do not know wbat the evidence was. All I wish to point out is, 
that all who are present do not necessarily assist by their presence 
every act that is done in their presence, nor are consequently liable to 
be punished ifc principals.” 

The law upon this subject is very neatly laid down by an American 
jurist, [Eishop. § 439] who says; — 

t( The tiue view is doubtless as follows ; Every man is responsible 
criminally for what of wrong flows directly from lus coriupt intentions ; 
but no man, intending wrong, is responsible for an independent act 
of wrong committed by another. It one person seta in motion tbe 
physical power of another person, the former is criminally guilty for 
its results. If he contemplated the lesult, he is answerable, though 
it is produced in §. manner he did not contemplate. If lie did not 
contemplate the result in kind, yet if it was the ordinary effect of the 
cause, he is responsible. If he awoke into action an indiscriminate 
power he is responsible. If he gave directions vaguely and in- 
cautiously, and the person receiving them acted according to 
what might be presumed to have been his understanding of 
them, he is responsible. But, if the wrong done was a fresh and 
independent wiong springing wholly from the mind of the doer, the 
other is not criminal therein, merely, because, when it was Idone, he 
was intending to be a partaker with the doer in a different wrong. 
These propositions may not always be applied readily to cases aris- 
ing, yet they seem to furnish the true rules.” 

35. Whenever an act, which is criminal only by 
reason of its being done with a crimi- 
nal knowledge or intention, is done 
by several persons, each of such 
persons who joins in the act with suclx 
knowledge or intention, is liable for 
the act in the same manner as jfihe 
act were done by him alone with that knowl^ 
intention. 


When such an 
act is criminal by 
reason of its being 
done with i cri- 
minal knowledge 
or intention. 
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36- Wherever the causing a certain effect, or an 
attempt to cause that effect, by an 
Effect caused ac t or by an omission, is an offence, 
pe'rtiybyemtofon. is to be understood that the causing 
of that effect partly by an act ana 
partly by an omission is the same offence. 

* Illustration . 

A intentionally causes Z’s death, partly by illegally omitting to give 
Zfood, and partly by beating Z. A has committed murder. 

37. When an offence is committed by means of 
„ . . several acts, whoever intentionally co- 

doing one of aeve- operates in. the commission ox that of- 
rai acts constitu- fence hy doing any one of those acts, 
mg an o enc B . either singly or jointly with any other 
person, commits that offence. 

Illustrations. 

(a) A and B agree to murder Z by severally, and at different time# 
giving him small doses of poison. A and B administer the poison ac- 
cording to the agreement, with intent to murder Z. Z. dies from the 
effects of the several doses of poison so administered to him. Here A 
and B intentionally co-operate m the commission of murder, and as 
each of them does an act by which the death is caused, they are both 
guilty of the offence though their ‘acts are separate. 

(d) A and B are joint Jailors, and as such have the charge of Z, a 
prisoner, alternately for six hours at a time. A and B, intending to 
cause Z’s death, kuowmgly co-operate in causing that effect by illegally 
omitting, each during the time of his attendance, to furnish Z with food 
supplied to them for that purpose. Z dies of hunger* Both A and B 
are guilty of the murder of Z. 

(c) A, a Jailor, has the charge of Z, a prisoner. A, intending to 
cause Z’s death, illegally omits to supply Z with food, in consequence 
of which Z is much reduced in strength, but the starvation is not suffi- 
cient to cause his death. A is dismissed from his office, and B suc- 
ceeds him. B, without collusion or co-operation with A illegally omits 
to supply Z with food, knowing that he is likely thereby to cause Z’s 
death. Z dies of hunger. B is guilty of murder ; but as A did not co* 
operate with B, A is guilty only of an attempt to commit murder. 

Several persons 38. Where several persons are en- 
gaged or concerned in the commission 
eybeguiity of a criminal act, they maybe guilty of 
toffences. different offences by means of that act. 
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Illustration, 

A attacks Z under suck ciicumstances of grave provocation, that his 
killing of Z would be only culpable homicide not amounting to murder. 
B, having ill will towards Z, and intending to kill him, and not having 
been subject to the piovocation, assists A in killing Z. Here, though 
A and B are both engaged in causing Z’s death, B is guilty of murder 
and A is guilty only of culpable homicide. * 5 

See note to s. 117. Post. Abetment. 

39. A person is said to cause an effect “ volun- 

Voluntary.” tar %>” when he causes it by means 
whereby he intended to cause it, or 
by means, which, at the time of employing those 
means, he knew or had reason to believe to be likely 
to cause it. 

Illustration. 

A sets fire, by night, to an inhabited house in a large town, for the 
purpose of facilitating a robbery, and thus causes the death of a person. 
Here, A may not have intended to cause death, and may even besony 
that death has been caused by his act ; yet if be knew that he was 
likely to cause death, he has caused death voluntarily. 

« Offence,’ 4 9- The word “ offence” denotes 

a thing made punishable by this Code. 

The meaning of this Section has been much discussed by the 
Madras High Court and by the Council of the Governor General, who 
have arrived at opposite results as to its true construction. A majo- 
rity of the High Court was of opinion that the words made punish- 
able by this Code” were equivalent to " represented or declared punish- 
able by this Code.” Consequently, that as s, 5 preserved the 
effect of all special and local laws, acts punishable by such laws were 
oflences within the meaning of the Penal Code. (3. Mad. PI. C\ 
Appx. 11.) On the other hand the Supreme Council was of opi* 
man that the effect of s. 40 was to limit the word c offence/ 
wherever it occurred in the Penal Code, to an act for which an*express 
penalty was provided by that Code. One of numerous results which 
followed from this interpretation was, that it was not an offence to re- 
sist apprehension, or to escape from custody, where the crime charged 
was punishable under a special oi local Law. To remedy this state of 
things Act IV of 1867 was passed, which recites that, it is expedient 
to enlarge the meaning of the word 4 oflencc > in certain Sections of 
the Indian Penal Code, so as to make it denote not only any thing 
made punishable by the said Code, but also any thing made punish, 
able by any special or local law as therein defined.” Of course the 
effect of this enactment i$ to declare authoritatively that in all other 
Sections of the Code the word 4 offence* bears the narrower meaning. 
One consequence will be that Chapter IV on General Exceptions will 
not apply to offences created by special or local laws. Pi actically, 
however, this will produce no injurious result. Chapter IV merely 

-1 
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defined with precision certain well known principles of criminal law, 
and those principles will still be applied, even m cases upon which the 
strict letter of that Chapter cannot be brought to bear. For instance, 
a man charged under the Abkary laws with being in possession ot 
spirituous liquors, may show that he believed the bottles to contain 
water. A man charged under a Police Act with drunkenness, may 
show that the intoxicating thing was administered to him without his 
knowledge. The punciple of ss, 79 and 85 would be applied, 
though the act complained of was not an * offence 5 within the meaning 
of those Sections. Neither under the definition in a* 40, nor under 
Act IV of 18 87, does the word “ offence 55 extend to Acts punishable 
by English law. See po*t 7 notes to ss. 194 Sc 224; and as to abet- 
ment of such offences, see note to s. 109. 

rj4J , - .. 41. A “special law" us a law an- 

'* bpecul Law . 1 vii. r i-i 1 

plicable to a particular subject. 


u Local Law/’ 


42. A “ local law,” is a law Appli- 
cable only to a particular pjfirt of Bri- 
tish India. 


43. The word “illegal” is applicable to every 

thing which is an ofience, or which is 
“ megai.” prohibited by law, or which furnishes 

to do” ground tor a civil action : and a per- 

son is said to be “legally bound to 
do” whatever it is illegal in him to omit, 

44. The word “injury” denotes any harm whal- 
11 lujurj.’’ ever ille © all y caused to any person, in 

body, mind, reputation, or property. 

45. The word “ life” denotes the life of a human 

« Lite 1 "’ being, unless the contrary appears from 

the context. 


4ti, The word “death” denotosthe death ofahiunan 
, being, unless the contrary appear from 
the context. 


47. The word “ animal” denotes 
“Animal" any living creature, other than a 
human being. 


48. The word “ vessel” denotes any thing made 
Yewier *'° l . conveyance by water of human 
beings, or of property. 
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•in. Where ver the word. “ year’’ or the word 
«Month’ - “month” is used, it is to be under - 

l> stood that the year or the month is to 

be reckoned according to the British Calendar. 

50. The word “ Section” denotes one of those 
portions of a Chapter of this Code 
which are distinguished by prefixed 
numeral figures. 

The word “ oath” includes a solemn affirma- 
tion substituted by law for an oath, 
and any declaration required or author- 
ized by law to he made before a public servant, 
or to be used for the purpose of proof, whether in a 
Court of Justice or not. 

52. N (/tiling is said to be done or believed in 
good faith, which is done or believed 
without due care and attention. 


u Section ” 


51- 


ie Oath/' 


' Unnd faith. 0 


CHAPTER III. 

OF PUNISHMENTS. 


" Punishment.” J 3 - Tlie Punishments to which 
offenders are liable under the provi- 
sions of this Code are — 

First. — Death. 

Secondly. — Transportation. 

Thirdly . — Penal servitude* 

Fourthly. — Imprisonment, which is of two descrip- 
tions, namely ; — 

(1 .) Rigorous, that is, with hard labour. 
(2.) Simple. 

Fifthly . — Forfeiture of property. 

Sixthly. — Fine. 

Whipping is now added as a punishment in certain cases under 
Act VI of 1861 . 
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Commutation of 
sentence of death. 


54. Ill every case in which sentence nf death si, 1 1 1 
have been passed, the Got eminent of' 
India or the Government, of thephiee 
within which the offender shall ham 
been sentenced may, without the consent of the offend- 
er, commute the punishment, for any other punish- 
ment provided by this Code. 


55. In every case in which sentence of transport a- 
_ ... . tion for life shall have been passed. 

Commutation of , n - .. / ~ 

sentence of trans- the Government ox India, or the Go- 
port.ition for life, -yernment of the place within which 
the offender shall have been sentenced may, without 
the consent of the offender, commute the punishment 
for imprisonment of either description for a term not 
exceeding fourteen years. , 


When any person has been sentenced to punishment for an nftt»ne*, the 
Governor General of India in Councilor the Local Government 17d 

may, at any time, without conditions, or upon any conditions which wtch 
person will accept, remit the whole or any part of the punishment to which 
he shall have been sentenced.” (Or. P. U. s, 64.) See too Act XVII I o£ 
1855 


56. Whenever any person being a European or 
American is convicted of an offence' 
punishable under this Code with trails 
portation, the Court shall sentence the 
offender to penal servitude, instead of 
transportation, according to the pro- 
visions of Act XXIV of 1855. 


Europeans and 
Americans to be 
sentenced to penal 
servitude instead 
of transportation. 


57. * In calculating fractions of terms of punish- 

ment, transportation for life shall ho ‘ 
pum"hmont. ms reckoned a s equivalent to transporta- 
tion for twenty years. 

58. In every case in which a sentence of trans- 

portation is passed, the offender, until 
ceTto'oanrpoo"-' he i« transported, shall be dealt with 
tion how to be in the same manner as if sentenced to 
transpOTtetior* 111 rigorous imprisonment, and shall be 
held to have been undergoing his sen- 
tence of transportation during the term of his im- 
prisonment. 
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Tin- plarc m places of transportation are to he appointed h\*ttie 
Gowrnor Geneial, and directions t'oi the lemoval of each convict aie 
to be given by the Local Government, (Cr. P C. s. 51) unless in the 
case ot a person already undergoing a previous sentence of transporta- 
tion. (Cr. P. C. s, 52 ) The place of transportation is not to be 
specified by the Court passing the sentence. (Cr. P. C. s. 50) See 
too Act XVIII of 1862, s 48. 


•'>!). In every ease in which an offender is punish- 

ta what cases, a ^° imprisonment for a term of 
fianspnrtatioumav seven years or upwards, it shall be 
!,Tr;:— to the Court which uen- 
tences such offender, instead of award- 
ing sentence of imprisonment, to sentence the offend- 
er to transportation for a term not less than seven 
years, and not exceeding the term for which by this 
Code such offender is liable to imprisonment. 

This Seetjon can only be applied where the particular offence for 
which tbe prisoner is transported is punishable with imprisonment for 
seven years or upwards. It is not competent to a Judge, where 
a prisoner is convicted of several offences, each punishable with a 
shorter term of imprisonment, but conjointly exceeding seven years, 
to lump all the periods together, and then commute into tianspoita- 
tion, (2 R J. & P. 392. 5 31. ,T. & P. 34.) Noi can the trans- 
position awaided under this section exceed the imprisonment for 
which the prisoner might have been sentenced, even though it would 
have been open to the Judge to award a longer period of transportation 
under the section appropriate to the crime- Therefore where the 
particular crime is punishable by transportation for life, or ten veais* 
imprisonment, if tbe Judge does not wish to inflict the extreme penalty, 
he cannot give'more than ten years" transportation (3 R. J. & P. 54. 
4IU . & P. 575.) 


ft The correct mode of proceeding is to sentence the offender to trans- 
portation, mentioning at the barne time that under a 59 of the Penal Code 
suEh transportation is awaided instead of imprisonment, simple or Rigorous, as 
the case may he.’* (2 R. C, & C. Circ. 19.) 


The power given by s. 50 can be exercised by any officer who is 
authorised to inflict a punishment amounting to seven years 9 imprison- 
ment. Bnt a Magistrate, who can only imprison for two years, can- 
not transport although the offence which he is trying is punishable with 
imprisonment for a term of upwards of seven years* imprisonment. 
(5 R. C. C. CR. 20. 1 B. App. Cr. 5.) 

60. In every case in which an offender is punish- 
able with imprisonment which may be 
of either description, it shall be compe- 
tent to the Court which sentences 
such offender, to direct in the sentence 
that such imprisonment shall be wholly 


Sentence may 
be(m certain cases 
of imprisonment) 
wholly or partly 
ngomiHor simple. 
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rigorous, or that such imprisonment sliail i>t* w hoi l y 
simple, or that any part of such imprisonment .shall 
be rigorous and the rest simple. 

The period of imprisonment under the sentence of a Criminal Court 
is to be calculated from the date on which such sentence was pass- 
ed. The period during which a sentence may be suspended, pending 
appeal, is not to be reckoned in calculating the term of imprisonment, 
if the appeal be rejected (Suddcr Court .Rules, 28th April 1802.) 

14 When any person shall be sentenced to imprisonment, it shall he law ml 
for the Local Government to order the removal of such person during the 
period prescribed for bis imprisonment, from the jail or place m which he is 
confined to any other jail or place of imprisonment, within the jurisdiction 
of the same Local Government, (Cr. P. C. $. 49 ) 

The power given by this Section must be strictly observed, and 
therefore if the order of removal is made by any other authority than 
the Local Government, or if the prisoner is removed to any prison 
beyond the jurisdiction of the same Loral Government, Ins detention 
will be illegal and he will be entitled to his release. The subject was 
lately a good deal discussed in a case under the Mutiny Act, 20 Vic. 
c. 13. tinder s. 40, the keeper of any prison is authorised, to 
keep any military offender, on the delivery of an order in writing to him 
from the Officer Commanding the Regiment to which the offender be- 
longs. Under s. 41 the Officer who commands the District is authorised 
by an order in writing, to direct the removal of any prisoner under sen- 
tence of a Court Martial to be delivered over into military custody for 
the purpose of being removed to some other prison, or place, there to 
undergo the remainder of his sentence. Lieut Allen was sentenced 
to four yeais 5 imprisonment, and consigned to custody in the Agra 
Fort. Afterwards the Officer Commanding the District directed that 
he should be removed to England to undergo the remainder of his 
seutence, but the order specified no place of custody. On his arrival 
in England he was placed in several prisons, and ultimately confined 
in the Queen's Prison, under an order from the Commanderrin-Chief 
of the Forces. It was held that the keeper of the Queen’s Prison had 
no authority to detain him, since there was no order for his custody 
in that prison either under s. 40 or 41. (in re Allen 30 LL QB. 
38.) 

The order made under Cr. P. C. s. 49 should, I conceive, specify 
the pldce to which the removal is to take place, 

61 . In every case. in which a person is convicted 
of an offence for which ho is liable to 
feitareo^roperty! forfeiture of all hisproperty, the offend- 

er shall be incapable of acquiring any 
property, except for the benefit of Government, until 
he shall have undergone the punishment awarded, or 
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the punishment to which it shall have been commuted, 
or until he shall have been pardoned. 

Illustration. 

A being convicted of waging war against the Government of India 
is liable to forfeiture of all his property. After the sentence, and 
whilst the same is in force, A*s father dies, leaving an estate which 
but for the forfeiture, would become the property of A. The estate 
becomes the property of Government. 

The effect of this Section i9 to combine, for the benefit of the Crown, 
the English doctrines of forfeiture and escheat- Forfeiture only took 
place m reference to property vested in the criminal at the 
time. 

** But the law of escheat pursued the matter still further For the blotvtf of 
the tenant being utterly corrupted and extinguished, it followed, not only 
(hat all that he then had should escheat from him, but also that he should bo 
incapable of inheriting any thing for the future. This may farther illustrate 
the distinction between forfeiture and escheat If, therefore, a father were 
aeissed in fee, ^d the son committed treason and was attained, and then the 
father died, here the land would escheat to the lord , because the son, by the 
corruption of his blood, was incapable to be heir, and there could be no other 
heir during his life; but nothing would be forfeited to the king, for the sou 
never had any interest in the lands to forfeit. (I Steph. Com 418.) 

Under the above Section the sou would have taken the lands, but 
only for a second of time, in order to pass them on to the Crown- 

It may be necessary to observe that a party who labours under for- 
feiture, stands in the way of the descent of property to others just as 
if he were not subject to any such incapacity. 

And therefore, according to English law, the attainder of an elder 
son would intercept the Tights of a younger son, and of all other 
collateral relations, who could only take after him. If therefore he 
coul4not take for himself, and they could not take in consequence of 
his blocking up the way, the estate necessarily escheated. (I Steph- 
Com- 420.) But it may well be questioned whether this would be 
the case with Hindus in Madras, where the sons take, not after but along 
with the father, as his co-heirs. It is to be observed too, that forfeiture 
under the Code has not the effect of corrupting the blood and ex- 
tinguishing its power of transmitting inheritable rights. The moment 
the sentence has expired, the stream of inheritance flows on unim- 
peded. It is only the personal rights of the convict which are trans- 
ferred to Government, by a sort of statutory conveyance, but I conceive 
that Government takes nothing which he could not have assigned away. 
And so it was by English law, that the attainder of the ancestor did 
not prevent the descent of an estate entailed upon bis issue, because 
they claimed not from him, but by virtue of the previous gift to them- 
selves as his children. {Williams, R. P. 40.) 

In cases where the crime does not specifically carry with it a forfei- 
ture, there may be an express declaration of forfeiture by the Court 
under the succeeding section. This declaration must, I imagine, form 
part of the sentence, and be made at the time it is announced. 
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*62. Whenever any person is convicted ui' nil 
Forfeiture of offence punishable with death, the 
property m res- Court may adjudge that all his pro- 
punishable with perty, moveable and immoveable, shall 
death, transporta- forfeited to Government ; and 

went. whenever any person shall be convict- 

ed of any offence for which he shall bo transported, 
or sentenced to imprisonment for a term of seven 
years or upwards, the Court may adjudge that the 
rents and profits of all his moveable and immoveable 
estate during the period of his transportation or im- 
prisonment, shall be forfeited to Government, subject 
to such provision for his family and dependents as 
tlie Government may think fit to allow during such 
period. 

0 

63. Where no sum is expressed to which a fine 
* . e - may extend, the amount of fine to 

moun 0 ne “ which the offender is liable is unlimit- 
ed, but shall not be excessive. 

By a, 44 of the Cr. P. C., the Court may order the line or any pari 
of it, not exceeding the pecuniary damage and expenses of piosecution 
incurred by the complainant, to be paid to him. But this can only 
be done where ,f loss” was caused, or some special damage of a 
pecuniary nature has resulted to the complaint by reason of the ulfemv. 
(3 Bomb. H. C. Cr. c- 43 ) 

Under this Section it is competent to a Magistrate to award the 
whole or any part of a line imposed upon a Police Officer as compeusa 
lion to the prosecutoi, notwithstanding the provision contained in &. 
12, Act XXIV of 1859, that fines imposed upon Police Officers foe 
misconduct shall be credited to the Police Superannuation Fund. 
(Rules of the Sudder Court, 28th April 1862, J 

It has been ruled by the High Court of Bengal “ that there is no 
mode of compelling a person to whom a fine has been paid as compen- 
sation awarded under s. 44 of the Cr. P. C. to refund the same 
on the reversal of the award. The proper course is to hold the amount 
of fine for two months, which will cover the time allowed for appeal* 
ing. If an appeal be preferred, the Appellate Court may, undoes. 
421 of the Cr. P. C. order the sentence to be suspended as to paying 
over the fine to the party injured until after the decision of the ap- 
peal. The Court of first instance should always, when an order for 
payment of the fine to the party injured has been made, call the atten- 
tion of the Appellate Court to the fact, so that the order for pay- 
ment over may be suspended/’ (2 R. 0. St C. Circ. 21.) 

Where the Penal Cade provides that an offender shall be piuiUhccf 
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with imprisonment, and shall also be liable “to fine, it is necessary that 
the sentence should include some period of imprisonment, if only a 
moment. Where undei such Sections a fine only was imposed, the 
Court annulled the sentence as being illegal, directed the fine to be re- 
turned, and ordered the lower Court to pass a new sentence, of 
which impiisonment should be either whole 01 a pait. (1 Bombay R. 
C. 4. 34, 39. 4. Mad H- C Appx. 18.) 

64. In every case in which an offender is senten- 
ced to a fine, it shall be competent to 
Se >nment in fle" Court which sentences suchoffen- 
fauit of payment of der to direc.t by the sentence that, in 
default of payment of the fine, the 
offender shall suffer imprisonment for a certain term, 
which imprisonment shall be in excess of any other 
imprisonment to which lie may have been sentenced, 
or to which ho may be liable under a commutation 
of a sentence. 


Tins Section only applies to convictions under the Penal Code, 
Thcroioro where a Magistrate inflicted a fine under 9. 48 of Act 
XXIV ot 1859, and then as an alternative imposed a term of impri- 
sonment under this seel ion, the Madias High Couit quashed the con- 
victions. Thev held that undei Act XXIV of 1859 s. 48 he had to 
elect, between fine and imprisonment, and if he pieferred the former 
punishment he could only enforce it in the manner laid down by Act 
V of IStio. (Madras) 3 MadH C. Appx. 9 See also note to s. 70 post. 


65. The term for which the Court directs the 


Limit of term of 
imprisonment for de- 
fault m payment of 
line, when the ollence 
is punishable with 
imprisonment as well 
as fine. 


offender to be imprisoned in default 
of payment of a fine, shall not exceed 
one-fourth of the term of imprison- 
ment which is the maximum fixed for 
the offence, if the offence be punisha- 
ble with impiisonment as well as fine. 


u Provided, that in every such case decided by a Magistrate, tho period o£ 
imprisonment awarded in default of payment of tbe fine shall in no case ex- 
ceed one-fourth of the period of imprisonment which such Magistrate is com- 
petent to inflict as punishment for the offence.” (Or P. C. s. 45.) 


66 . 


The imprisonment which the Court imposes 
in default of payment of a fine, may 
pewnjitiou oi im- } )e of any description to which the 
dSr’ n ' f “‘ rn<,)l offender might have been sentenced 
for the offence. 
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67. If the offence be punishable with fine only, 
the term for which the Court, directs 
Te ™ ofimimson- the offender to be imprisoned, in de- 
payment of" 1 hne! fault of payment offino, shall not ox- 
* hen the offence is C aod the foil owing scale, that is to say, 
July iorany term not exceeding two months 

when the amount of the fine shall 
not exceed fifty Rupees, and for any term not exceed- 
ing four months when the amount shall not exceed 
one hundred Rupees, and for any term not exceed- 
ing six months in any other cases. 

68. The imprisonment which is im- 
Snch impiison- posed in default of payment of a fine 

meet to terminate * .. . .. r ^ 

upon payment ot the shall terminate, whenever that fine is 
fln0, either paid or levied by process of law. 

69. If, before the expiration of the term of impri- 
sonment fixed in default of payment, 
Termination of S uch a proportion of the fine bepaid or 
upon SETS levied that the term of imprisonment 
proportional part of suffered in default of payment, is not 
“ ' less than proportional to the part of 

the fine still unpaid, the imprisonment shall terminate. 

lllust/ atiofi . 

A is sentence:! to a fine of one hundred Rupees, and to four 
mouths imprisonment in default of payment line, if seventy-five 
Rupees of the fine be paid or levied before the expiration of one mouth 
of the imprisonment, A will he discharged as suon as the first month 
‘has expired. If seventy -five Rupees bepaid or levied at the time of 
the expnation of the first month, or at any later time while A conti- 
nues in imprisonment, A will be immediately discharged, if fifty Ru- 
pees of the fine be paid or levied before the expiration of two montbt 
of the imprisonment, A will be discharged as soon as the two mouths 
are completed. If fifty Rupees be paid or levied at the time of the ex* 
piration of those two months, or at any later time white A continues in 
imprisonment, A will be immediately discharged. 

70. The fine, or any part thereof which remains 
unpaid, may be levied at any time 
ed^hm ay 6 be y 1 ^ ™ tbin ? ix y° ars aft VJ tlhe , lowing of 

or at, any time dur- the sentence, and if, under the nen- 
* m ' tenco > the offender be liable to impri- 
sonment for a longer period than six 
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years, then at any time previous to the expiration of 
„ ,, . _ , that period ; and the death of the of- 
not to discharge fender does not discharge from the ha- 
habihty I ' etty frt>ni ^ilityany property which would, after 
liisdeath, be legally liablefor his debts. 

It has been ruled by the High Court of Bengal et that a* 70 refers 
exclusively to cases which have been dealt with under the Code, and 
that fines inflicted for offences punishable under other special and local 
laws die not within the piovisions of that Section, unless its opeiation 
be specially extended thereto. (5 R. J. k P 213 ) 

The imprisonment which the Court is authoiised to impose in de- 
fault of payment, is intended as a punishment for non-payment, not as 
a satisfaction and discharge of the amount due. The object of ss, 
64 — 70 is explained by the authors of the Code, as quoted in ilhe 
Commissioners 7 Second Report 1847, § 487. 

“ But we do not mean that this imprisonment shall be taken m full satis- 
faction of the fins We cannot consent to permit the offender to choose 
whether he will suffer in person or in his property. To adopt such a course 
would be to grant exemption from the punishment of fine to those very per- 
sons on whom it is peculiarly desirable that the punishment of fine should 
he inflicted, to those very persons who dislike that punishment most, and 
whom the apprehension of that punishment would be most likely to restrain. 
We therefore propose, that the imprisonment which an offender has under- 
gone shall not release him from the pecuni-uy obligation under which he 
lies. His person will, indeed, cease to be answerable for the fine. But his 
propei ty will for a time cont/nue to be so. What we recommend is, that 
at any time during a certain limited period, the fine may be levied on his 
effects by distress (s. 70.) If the fine is paid or levied while he is im- 
prisoned for default of payment, his imprisonment will immediately 
terminate, (s. 0$), and if a portion of the fine be paid during the imprison- 
ment* a proportional abatement of the imprisonment will take place,” 
<s. 60.) 

Fines are to be enforced by the issue of a warrant for the levy of 
the amount, by distress and sale of any moveable property belonging 
to the offender, which may be found within the jurisdiction of the 
Magistrate of the District [Cr, P, C. s. 61.) Such warrant may 
be executed within the jurisdiction of the Court that hsueS it, and 
it shall authorise the distress and sale of any moveable property J 
belonging to the offender, without the jurisdiction of the said Court, 
when indorsed by the Magistrate of the District in which such pro- 
perty is situated. (Act VIII of 186*9,3.61.) 

This mode of levying the fiue may be adopted, even though the 
offender has undergone the full term of imprisonment to which he has 
been sentenced in default of payment of the fine, (6 R. J. & P- 110.) 

71. Where any thing- which is an offence is made 
T . , up of parte, any of -which parts is it- 

ment” 1 of° Offence self an offence, the offender shall not 
^several offifnee? punished with the punishment of 
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more than one of such his offences unless it be so- 
expressly provided. 

IllustratioJis, 

(a) A gives Z fifty strokes with a stick. Here A may have commit- 
ted the offence of voluntarily causing hurt to Z by the whole beating, 
and also by each of the blows which make the whole beating up. If A 
were liable to punishment for every blow, he might bo irapusoned for 
fifty years, one for each blow. But he is liable only to one punish- 
ment for the whole beating. 

( b ) But if, while A is beating Z, Y interferes, and A intentionally 
strikes Y, heie, as the blow given to Y is no part of the act whciu* 
by A voluntarily causes hurt to Z, A is liable to one punishment for 
voluntarily causing hurt to Z, and to another for the blow given 
to~Y. 

But where a person is convicted at the same time of two or more 
offences punishable under the same or different Sections of the Penal 
Code, He may be sentenced to several penalties on each, such penal- 
ties, when consisting of imprisonment, to commence the one after the 
expiration of the othei. And it shall not be necessary for the Court, 
by Teason only of the aggregate punishment for the several offences 
being in excess of the punishment which such Court is competent to 
inflict on conviction of a single offence, to send the offender for trial 
befoie a higher Court. Provided that in no case shall the person be 
sentenced to imprisonment for a longer period thaiv 14 years, and pro- 
vided also that if the case be tried by a Magistrate, the punishment 
shall not in the aggregate exceed twice the extent of the punishment 
which such Magistrate is by his ordinary jurisdiction competent to in- 
flict ” (Cr. P. C. s. 46.) The limit of 14 years fixed by this Section 
lefers to sentences passed simultaneously, or upon charges which arc 
tried simultaneously, It does not apply to cases of offences commit- 
ted by persons who are already undergoing sentence of imprisonment. 
(3 E, C. C.CR. 5.) 

See also as to sentences on escaped convicts and prisoners already 
under sentence. Or, P. C. ss. 47-48, 0 Geo. IV. c. 74. s. 23. Act 
XVIII of 1862, s. 39. 

Where the offences with which a prisoner is charged are parts of the 
i same continuous transaction, as for instance, house-breaking and theft, 
it has been ruled by all the High Courts that the offender cannot 
be punished for both separately, but should be sentenced under s. 454 
or 457 as the case might be. (Rulings of the Madras High Court, 
11862 & 1863 : 4 R. J & P. 415. 1 Bomb H. C. 87.) 

Similarly it has been decided that cumulative sentences cannot be 
given on charges of possessing stolen property under s* 411 and 
of voluntarily concealing the same property under s. 414; (4 R. 
J & P. 122. 4 Mad H- C- Appx* 14) of theft under s* 879 and of 
receiving or retaining it under s. 411 ; (4 R. J & E. 60S, 1 R. & 
V. Circ. 20} of making a false charge under s. 211 and of falsely 
swearing to the same matter uuder s, 193 ; (5 R, «F & P, 138) of 
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culpable homicide, and of being a member of the unlawful assembly 
bv whom the homicide was committed ; (3 R. C. C. CR. 9.) of crimi- 
nal intimidation, with a threat of causing the death of a person under 
s, 506, and of criminal intimidation by posting up an anonymous com- 
munication against the same person under s- 5D7 (4 Bomb* H. C Cr. 
IS.) So also where a particular section provides for the union of 
several criminal acts, e a:, guevous hurt committed in the act of 
house-breaking under s. 460, the pnsonei ought to be indicted under 
it, and not for the separate offences of house-breaking and causing 
hurt under ss. 257 and 324 (4 R J. & P. 360 . ) 

Where however a prisoner was charged with cutting down, and 
carrying away a tree, the Bombay Couifc held that lie might be pun- 
ished on separate charges for mischief and theft, as the mischief was 
complete before the theft could have commenced. [2 Bomb. H, C. 
416. Sed quaere /.) And 30 it has been laid down, that the offences^f 
rioting, armed with deadly weapons, under s. 148, is different from 
that of stabbimr a person on whose premises the riot takes place, un- 
der s, 324 ; (3 R. C. C. CR. 34) ami that the offence of kidnap- 
ping under s. 463 is distinct from that of selling a minor for the pur- 
pose of prostitution under s. 372, (3 R. C. C CR. 37} and that sepa- 
rate sentences may be passed for each offence. 

Where a prisoner is convicted of several offences, and receives upon 
each a sentence which, if standing alone, would not be open to appeal 
under s, 411, ot the Cr. P- C. the sentences cauuot be taken together, 
as if they founed one sentence, so as to give an appeal. (I B. A. Cr- 3.) 

72. In all cases in which judgment is given that 
a person is guilty of one of several 
offences specified in the judgment, 
but that it is doubtful of which of 
these offences he is guilty, the offender 
shall be punished for the offence for 
which the lowest punishment is pror 
vided, if the same punishment "is not 
provided for alL 

This Section points to a difficulty which has hitherto been without 
lemedy. An indictment may contain several counts, each charging 
a distinct offence , for instance, a simple assault, an assault with intent 
to wound, and an assault with intent to rape. In strict logic, no con*- 
viction ought to take place until the verdict can state which of the 
offences was perpetrated, and if it cannot be stated which of them, then 
it cannot be alleged with certainty that any one of them in particular 
was committed, and if so, there ought* to be an acquittal. Juries 
always get out of the difficulty by returning a general verdict of guilty, 
which they are told they may do, if they are of opinion that any offence 
charged in the indictment has been accomplished, and they cannot be 
asked to state which was effected. Now, however, a Judge will be au- 


Punishment of 
a person found 
guilty of one of 
several often cesj the 
judgment stating 
that it is doubtful of 
which. 
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tfiorised to find that the prisoner is guilty upon some one, but he is 
doubtful upon which of the counts, and the sentence will then be given 
as if he had been convicted on the least aggravated charge. 

It will be observed that to authorise a conviction under this Section, 
the doubt must be as to which of the offences the accused has com- 
mitted, not whether he has committed either. As the Commissioners 
observe (Second Repoit ; 184:7 § 527.) 

“ But it is to be remembered that, according to the supposition, the mam 
facts which constitute the corpus delicti are proved, and that the doubt re- 
lates to some incidental point, which is of a quality important only as deter- 
mining whether the offence falls technically uuder one designation or an- 
other ; as for example, where a man is charged with theft, but a doubt ia 
raised by the evidence whether the party had not the property in trust.'* 

In Bengal and latterly in Madras, it has been held, that where a 
prisoner has made two contradictory statements, and theie is no counter- 
balancing evidence to show which of them was false, he may be con- 
victed upon an alternative finding that he gave false evidence in one 
or other of the two statements. [2 R. C. C. CR 49. 4 Mad. H, C. 51.) 

See Cr. P- C. s 242 as to the indictment, where th^ nature of the 
crime is doubtful, and s. 382. cl. 5, for an alternative finding and 
sentence. 

73, Whenever any person is convicted of an of- 

fence for which under this Code the 

solitary confine- Court has power to sentence him to 
“ w ' rigorous imprisonment, the Court may, 

by its sentence, order that the offender 
shall be kept in solitary confinement for any portion 
or portions of the imprisonment to which he is sen- 
tenced, not exceeding three months in the whole, ac- 
cording to the following scale, that is to say — 

A time not exceeding one month, if the term of im- 
prisonment shall not exceed six months. 

A time not exceeding two months, if the term of 
imprisonment shall exceed six months and be less 
than a year. 

A time not exceeding three months, if the terms 
of imprisonment shall exceed one year. 

74. In executing a sentence of solitary confine- 

ment, such confinement shall in no 
confinement a ° lltar ^ case escee d fourteen days at a time, 
with intervals between the periods of 
solitary confinement of not less duration than such 
period ; and when the imprisonment awarded shall 
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exceed three months, the solitary confinement shall 
not exceed seven days in any one month of the 
whole imprisonment awarded, with intervals between 
the periods of solitary confinement of not less dura- 
tion than such periods. 

75. Whoever, having been convictedof an offence 
punishable under Chapter XII or 
persons’ convicted, Chapter XVII of this Code with im- 
after a pievioua prisonment of either description for a 
offence punishable term oi three years or upwards, shall 
with throe years' p, e guilty of any offence punishable 
unpnsonmen un i er either of those Chapters with 
imprisonment of either description for a term of three 
years or upwards, shall be subject for every such 
subsequent* offence to transportation for life, or to 
double the amount of punishment to which he would 
otherwise have been liable for the same ; provided 
that he shall not in any case be liable to imprison- 
ment for a term exceeding ten years. 

The previous offence must have been comnlftted since the Penal 
Code came into operation, so as to have been punishable under it* 
Therefoie a previous conviction for theft committed in 1860 was held 
not to authorise increased punishment under s. 75. (5 R. J & P. 152* 
1 R. C* & Cr. R. 60.) Nor can the enhanced punishment be awarded, 
where the offence subsequently committed is merely an attempt to 
commit an offence punishable under Chapter XII or XVII. or an abet- 
ment of such an offence. (Ruling of Mad. H, Ct. 1864 on s, 75.) 
It has also been decided in Bengal that the subsequent offence must be 
one committed after release from prison upon the previous conviction ; 
the liability to enhanced punishment for the second offence being 
a on the ground that the sentence already borne has had no effect in 
preventing a repetition of crime, and has been, therefore, insufficient as 
a warning.” Therefore, where a prisoner committed several offences, 
which were made the subject of several trials, the last trial taking place 
a few weeks after those preceding it, while the prisoner was still under- 
going his sentence, the Court held that, such convictions could not be 
charged under s. 75. (1 R. C* & C. Cr. R* 60.) 

Sec also note to form of indictment. Book II* 
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CHAPTER IV. 

GENERAL EXCEPTIONS. 

76. Nothing is an offence which is done by a 
person who is, or who by reason of 
person d bound, y o? a mistake of fact and not by reason 
by mistake of fact of a mistake of law, in good faith be- 
KaS'ir* heves himself to be, bound by law 
to do it. 


Illustrations . 

9 (a) A, a soldier, fires on a mob by the order of bis superior Officer, 
in conformity with the commands of the law. A has committed no 
offence. 

(&) A, an officer of a Court of Justice, being ordered by that Court 
to arrest Y, and, after due inquiry, believing 2 to be Y, arrests X. A 
has committed no offence. 


77. Nothing is an offence which is done by a 
Act of Judge Judge, when acting judicially in tlio 
TPhen acting ]udi- exercise of any power which is, or 
cully. '#iich in 'good faith he believes to be 

given to him by law. 

The word “Judge” is defined by s. 19- 

Accordingly this Section doe3 not protect a committing Magistrate. 


78. Nothing which is done in pursuance of, or 

Act done purcu- whicl ] 18 granted the judgment 
ant to the judg- or order* oi a bourt oi Justice, if done 

eo B "rtYjS. a supt judgment or order remains 

in force, is an offence, notwithstanding 
the Court may have had no jurisdiction to pass such 
judgment or order, provided the person doing tho 
act in good faith believes that the Court had such 
jurisdiction. 


The phrase “ Court of Justice” is defined by s, 20. 

79. Nothing is an offence which is done by any 

Act done by a P erson who is justified by law, or who 
person ju&titied, or by reason of a mistake of fact and not 

Kit? of a of K’ *’ wl 

justified by law. ™th believes himself to bo justified 
by law in doing it. 
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. Illustration* 

A se^a Z commit what appears to A to be a murder. A* in the ex- 
ercise, to the best of his judgment exerted in good faith, of the power 
which the law gives to all persons of apprehending murderers in the 
fact, seises Z, ii> order to bring 7« before the proper authorities, A has 
committed no offence, though it may turn out that Z was acting in * 
self-defence- 

Chapter IV aims at embracing al I those exceptional circumstances 
which may render lawful an act which upon its face appeared to be 
unlawful. This chapter must be lead along with all the other chapters 
of the Code which ireatof unlawful acts. For instance, s, 299 states 
that * — 

u Whoever causes death by doing an act with tbe intention of causing 
such bodily injury as is likely to cause death, commits the offence of culpa- 
ble homicide. 1 ' * 

This Section taken by itself would impose the penalties of murder 
upon a surgeon, who properly pm form* a dangerous operation which 
results in death. Modified by the exceptions in this chapter, such 
consequences are, to a great extent (though not, in my opinion, entire- 
ly) prevented. 

Sections 76 to 79 relate to the cases of persons who are, or who 
justifiably believe themselves to be, acting under the authority of law. 

Where a party actually is bound by law, or justified by law, in doing 
a particular act, of course there can be no more question upon the 
point. By the very force of the terms, he is doing that which is law- 
ful. Occasionally however a difficulty may arise, where the law under 
which he act? ia of an exceptional character, and opposed to the ordi- 
nary law of the country. This may take place where the ordinary law 
is suspended, either by the interposition of a foreign or over-ruling 
power, or by some special act of the sovereign. 

The effect of foreign conquest is to annul or suspend the ordinary 
sovereignty of the conquered country, and while the occupation lasts, 
the laws of the subject state can no longer be rightfully enforced, or 
be obligatory upon the inhabitants, who remain and submit to the 
conquerors- No o\ her laws can, in the nature of things, be obliga- 
tory upon them, for where there is no protection or sovereignty, there 
can be no claim to obedience. (Per Mr. Justice Story, cited 3 PbiB* 
Int. Law 737-39*) In cases of civil war there is greater 
for tbe first stage of a civil war is always, and necessarily, t&m& 
rebellion, and those who take part in, or aid it, rebels ana traitors. 
But it is quite clear that with respect to civil whr also, obedience 
involves sovereignty, and sovereignty is tested by protection. Dr. 
Phillimore says.— 

<‘The camc supposed ia always one of ninety and difficulty. It would 
rather seem a» a matter of speculatKm, that when an old Government is so far 
overthrown that another Government entirely claims, and at least partially 
exercises tho jurisdiction which formerly belonged to it, that the individual 
is left to attach himself to, and to become, by adoption at leant, the subject 

— *»r i "-“— 
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such cases has been thought to be that which has just been discussed, viz# 
the rule which applies to cases of foreign conquest, where those onlyjare 
bound to obedience and allegiance who remain under the protection of the 
Conqueror,” (3 Phill. Int. L. 739.) 

Upon this principle, during the recent mutiny, the inhabitants of 
Delhi would have been perfectly justified in paying taxes to, ami obey- 
ing the commands of the king of Delhi, but it would have been other- 
wise at Agra where British rule was still maintained# So long ago 
as the year 1494, the same punciple was asserted in the Statute 11, 
Hen. VII. c. 1, which pronounces all subjects excused from any penalty 
or forfeiture, which do assist or obey a king de facto. 

A much more difficult question arises, when the defence is that the 
matter complained of was an Act of Stale, done under the immediate 
orders of the Sovereign. Heie, the defence takes the shape not of a 
justification, but of a plea to the jurisdiction, for, if the defence 
is made out, no municipal tribunal can take cognizance of the matter. 

It would probably be impossible to define the term * e Act of State, 1 * 
as from its very nature such acts are of a very exceptional character 
No act will bear this character unless it is done by the State, in its 
corporate and sovereign character, for some state purpose, and rests 
avowedly upon grounds higher than Municipal law. Such acts gene- 
rally take place in time of war, but not necessarily so, the existence of 
a war being merely the strongest possible evidence that the state is 
acting in its sovereign capacity. Upon this ground, no action will he 
in any Municipal Court for false imprisonment, or any other act which 
takes place in consequence of the captuie of a ship as prize, even 
though the ship be ultimately acquitted, and the seizure declared by 
the prize Court to be illegal. (LeCaux u. Kden, 2 Doug, a 9 1, Lhuloo. 
Kodnev, 2 Doug. 613.) In a letter case, the facts were as follows 
After the overthiow of the Peiahwa in 1 81 8, the British Government 
seized his territory. The Governoi of the Port of liyegur suircmimd 
it, and was allowed to letiie to Poonah where he lived under military 
surveillance. During his lesidence a quantity of treasure found in 
his house was seized by the Bombay Government as being public pro- 
perly ^The seizure was made in July. The Peiahwa had surrendered 
in June, but the Mahratta forces were not finally subdued till Decem- 
ber.^ It "was admitted that Poonah had been for some months m the 
undisturbed possession of the provisional Government, and that Courts 
of Justice under the authority of that Governwent were sitting for the 
administration of law. An action brought by the executor of the 
Governor of Ryeghur was declared untenable by the Privy Council ; 
Loid Tcnteulen said * — 

We think the propei character of the transaction was that of hostile 
seizure made, if not flagrante yet nowdnm ceswnie regard being had 

both to the time, the place, and the peison, and consequently that the Muni- 
cipal Court had no jurisdiction to adjudge upon the Mibjcct ; but that, if 
anything was done amiss, recourse could only be had to tho Government for 
redress M {Blphinstone v. Bedreechund, 1 Knapp. 316, 360.) 

The same principle was maintained in two cases in which the 
Madras Government were defendants, The first was a case of 8v«l 
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Ally v. E. I. Co, (7 M. I. A. 555.) There the bill alleged that the 
plaintiffs ancestor held an Altumgah Jaghire under grant from 
the Nabob of the Carnatic, That after the treaty ofl 801, the E. 1. Co. 
assumed the Government of the Carnatic, and thereupon ordered 
all sunnuds under which the Jag lures were held to be sent into the 
Collector, for the purpose of examining into the titles under which they 
were claimed, but expressly promised to restore all such Jaglnres to 
the persons found to be entitled. The plaintiff further alleged that 
Altumgah grants were perpetual, and not resumable by the Sovereign, 
and complained that the B. I. Co. had granted away the Jaghire to a 
person not lawfully entitled to it. The Supreme Court decided that 
the grant by the Nabob was perpetual and valid, and decieed for the 
plaintiff, but this decree was levetsed on appeal by the Privy Council* 
who said in giving their judgment ; (p. 37?,) 

“ Their lordships are of opinion, that the treaty in question did vest tip 
rights of sovereignty in the JE, I. Co , and that the E. X, Co., in the exercise 
of what they considered their tight of sovereignty, resumed the Jaghire in 
question, and granted it to Khuttee Moolah Khan, not m the form of the 
original grant to hie father, but in terms totally different, being for life only ; 
ana that they reserved to themselves the Bayer and other revenue duties. It 
is In effect the same thing, os an act of sovereignty, as if it had been granted 
to a mere stranger, and no further confirmation of the title of Assim Khan 
than if such a grant had been made. Their loidbhips therefore are of opinion 
that the Supreme Court of Madras had no authority to question an act of 
'toveroignty exercised on the part of the E. I. Co.” 

The next case was that of Karaachec Boye v E I. Co., (7 M. 1, A. 
476) which aiose out of the annexation of the Raj of Tanjore* The 
Bajah died in 1855 leaving no male descendants* and in I860 the 
Court of Directors declared the dignity of the Rajah of Tanjore to be 
extinct* A Commissioner was sent down to Tanjore for the purpose 
of making the necessary arrangements. He informed the family that he 
iutboded ta take possession of all the public property of the State*, 
and availing himself of the presence of some British troops he entered 
the Port, and put his seal upon all property, public and private. A bill 
was filed by the personal representatives of the late Rajah, in which 
they acquiesced in the seizure of the public property, bnt claimed to be 
entitled to an account of the personal property. As in Syed Ally's case, 
the Supreme Court decreed for the plaintiff, but this decree was re* 
versed on appeal by the Privy Council. Their judgment is import- 
ant as showing, that not only the act of State itself, but every act 
which is incidental and accessory to its completion is protected froaar 
Municipal jurisdiction. Their lordships said ; — (p. 531.) 

** The next question is, what is the real character of the act done inffcfc 
case f Was it a seizure by arbitrary power, on behalf of the Crown, oi Great 
Britain, of the dominions and property of a neighbouring State, an aet not 
affecting to justify itself on grounds on Municipal law f or was it* in whole, 
or in part, a possession taken by the Crown under odour of legal title of the 
property of the late Rajah of Tanjore, in trust for those who by law might 
be entitled to it on the death of the last poseeasor ? If it were the latter 
the defence set op, of course, has no foundation. 1 ' 

Their lordships answered part of thih question by showing that the 
mmw could not be justified on any ground of legal title, and thaa 
$mm M to say- Ip. 586.) 



44 


ACTS OF STATE. 


* t( It is clear frnm'Mr. Forbes’ Report to the Madras (iomumnuit of what 
took place on tlie occasion, that though no resistance was offered by the 
family of the Rajah, or the inhabitants of the fort, to the seizure of the ttaj 
and of the place and property of the Rajah, it was regarded un both aides 
as a meie act of power, nob resisted because resistance would have been vain. 
4 Much sorrow/ he says, * was expressed, and much grief was shown ; but 
all submitted at once to the authoiity^of the Government, and placed them 
selves in its hands.” ’ 

“ It is by these acts of Mr Forbes that the E. 1. Co, is in possession of 
whatever it holds now claimed by the respondent. The acts of Mr Foihea 
were approved by the Governor of Madias by a Minute dated the 2 1st of 
October 185b, and they art? adopted and ratified by the appellants in their an 
4wer in this Suit ” 

“ What property of the Rajah was within the authority given to Mi , 
Forbes» and what may be the consequence of any seizure in excess of that 
authority, we will consider under the next head ; but that the seizure was 
an exercise of Sovereign power effected at the arbitrary discretion of the 
Company, by the aid of military force, can hardly admit of doubt” 

‘‘ But then it is contended, that there is a distinction between the public 
and private property of a Hiudu Sovereign and that although, during hm 
life, if he be an absolute monarch, he may dispose of all alike, yet on hie 
death some portions of his property, termed his private property, will goto 
one set of heirs, and the Raj with that portion of his property, which in 
called public, will go to- the succeeding Rajah ? 

f( It is very probable that this may be so ; the general rule of Hindu in- 
heritance is partibihty , the succession of one heir as in the cose of a R ai III 
the exception. But assuming this, if the Company in the exercise of their 
Sovereign power, have thought fit to seize the whole property of the late Ra- 
jah, private as well as public, does that circumstance give any jurisdiction 
over their acts to the Court at Madras ? If the Court cannot enquire into the 
act at all, because it is an act of State, how can it inquire into any part of if, 
or afford relief on the ground that the Sovereign power has boon exorcised 
to an extent which Municipal law will not sanction V* 

“ The result, in’ their Lordship’s opinion, is that the property now claimed 
by the Respondent has been seized by the British Government, acting as a 
Sovereign power, through its delegate the E. I. Co , and that the act so 
done, with its consequences, is an act of State over which the Supremo Court 
of Madras has no jurisdiction.’’ (See another case arising out of a later 
stage of the same transaction 3 Mad. H. C. 424.) 

Tfoelast case on the subject was that of the Rajah of Ooorg E.LCo, 
(30 L* J. CL 226- 29 Beav. 30D.) There, the Rajah sued the 
E, I. Co. for the lecooery of two promissory notes, which had been 
taken from him in war, anil which he alleged that the Company atilt 
held in trust for him. The Master of the Rolls said ;-*~ 

“ If this can be fairly reprasented to be an instance of a foreign power 
taking prisoner an enemy, by means whereof, and while BO holding him, ob- 
taining possession of documents which established his right to recover bk 
debt due to him m his private capacity, then it is clear that the Plaintiff h 
entitled to relief, and the circumstances that the defendants constitute both 
the conquariug power andthe debtor, does not in any manner vary the ques- 
tion But if the notes were the property of the plaintiff in his character of 
Rajah, and if they were taken possession of by the defendants in the exe* 
ewe of their Sovereign and political power, then this Court ,cannot interfere.” 

By 21 Geo. Ill, c. 70. as. 1 Sc 2 it was provided u that the Go- 
vernor General and Council of Bengal shall not be subject, jointly or 
severally,, to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of Port William in 
Bengal, for or by reason of any act^or order, or any other matter or 
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thing whatsoever* counselled, ordered or done by them in their pubhcf 
capacity only, and acting as Governor General in Council/’ And 
*• that if any person or persons shall be impleaded in any action or 
process, civil or criminal, m the said Supreme Court, for any act or acts 
done by the order of the said Governor Geaeral in Council in writing* 
he or they may plead the general issue, and give the said order m 
evidence , winch said order, with proof that the act or acts done has or 
have been done acctmliug to the purport of the same, shall amount to 
a sufficient justification of the said acts, and the defendant shall be fully 
justified, acquitted and discharged from all and every suit, action, and 
process whatsoever, civil and criminal, in the said Court/’ 

The parties were still, however, liable to the jurisdiction of the 
English Courts (Ibid, ss, 4-G. See. Keg. v. Eyre, 3 LR* QR. 487,) 

There is no similar Statute as to the Courts of Madias and Bombay ; 
but their charters provide, (Madras Charter, ss. 23 & 35. 2 M, Di£. 
604. 617, Bombay Charter, ss. 30 Sc 45* 2 M. Dig* 654. 566) that 
it shall not “ be competent for the said Court to hear or determine, or 
to entertain or exercise jurisdiction in any suit against the Governor 
General of Port William, or the Governor or any of the Conncil of the 
said settlement, for or on account of any act or order, or any other 
act, matter, or thing whatsoever, committed, ordered or done by them 
m their public capacity, or acting as Governor General, or Governor 
in Council /* also that neither of such Courts shall be competent to 
bear, try and determine any indictment or information against the Go- 
vernor General, or the Governor or any of the Council of the respective 
settlements, not being for treason or felony. 

Before leaving the subject of acts of state, it is necessary to observe 
that an not whieh would possess this character, if expressly ordered by* 
the Grown, will become such by a subsequent ratification* This was 
so laid down m the case of Buron v . Denman, 2 Efcch. 167, and was 
approved in thd case of Kamachee Boye v. E. I* Co. above referred to. 
There the defendant, who was in command of a cruiser off the coast of 
Africa, seized and burnt a barracoon belonging to the plaintiff, who 
was a Spaniard carrying on a trade in slaves, and carried away his 
slaves. This procedure was not warranted by his instructions, but 
was approved of by the British Government when reported. *It was 
held that this approval converted the act into an act of state, for 
which the Crown alone was responsible, and was beyond the reach of 
any Municipal tribunal. It was also held that such ratification might 
be communicated by either a written or parol direction from the proper 
department, just as an original order might have been. 

All the cases cited upon this head have been instances of civil actions, 
but the rule would be exactly the same if the proceeding were of a 
criminal character. For instance, if the Spanish slave-dealer had re- 
sisted, and been fired on, and killed, the same reasons which made a 
civil action inadmissible would have served as a defence for Captain 
Denman on an indictment for murder* 

The first illustration appended to s. 76 gives rise to what is occa- 
atotytaily a difficult question, viz , how far a soldier Is justified by plead* 
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tog the commands of Iris superior officer. Those commands may be 
legal or illegal, and if the latter, they may be believed to be legal* or 
known to be illegal. The first and last of these cases can create no 
doubt. If the command is legal the act is legal, and would have 
been so even without the command. The illustration in question 
states that the soldier fired upon the mob, not only by the order of hm 
superior officer, but in confoiraity with the commands of law. If a 
soldier is put to guard a treasury, and it is attacked by a mob who 
cannot be kept off m any other way, he is authorised to tire on them 
under s. 103, even without orders. On the other hand if the order is 
illegal, and is known to be such, the command will be of no avail. 
For instance, if a police peon were to plead the order of his Jemadar, 
as an excuse for torturing a prisoner to make him confer, such an ex- 
cuse would be clearly untenable, and the rank of the officer who gave 
the order would make no difference. The intermediate case is the 
ofily one of any real difficulty ; what is the position of a policeman or 
soldier who obeys orders of his officer, which he iu good faith be- 
lieves to be legal, and therefore binding upon him, but which turn out 
to be illegal ? For instance, suppose a Magistrate foibids a caste 
procession, and the caste persist in carrying it out, and flic Magistrate 
finding his police peons insufficient to check the progress of the pro- 
cession, calls out the military and directs them to fire, mid liras are 
lost. ^ What is the position of the soldier ? Here it is plain that the 
Magistiate has taken upon himself to direct the iufttofcion, of capital 
punishment upon persons, who could legally only be punished with 
six months 5 imprisonment under s. 188. His act then would, accord- 
ing to English law, be murder, and that of the soldiers who obey 
him, however innocently, would be no less. And so it whs kid down 
in the case of K. v . Thomas 1 Buss. 823, that if a ship’s sentinel shoot 
a man, because he persists in appioaching the ship when lie has been 
ordered not to do so, it will be murder unless such an act whs neces- 
sary for the ship’s safety. And it will be murder though the sentiual 
had orders to prevent the approach of any boats, — had ammunition 
given to him when be was put on guard, — and acted under the mis- 
taken impression that it was his duty. The prisoner was sentto&l oik 
hoard of the Ach\lle } wliBn she was paying off. The orders to him from 
the pre&ding sentinel were to keep off all boats, unless they had offi- 
cers with unifouus in them, or unless the officers on deck allowed them 
to appioach : and he received a musket) three blank cartridges) and 
three balls. The boats pressed, upon which he called repeatedly to 
them to keep off but one of them persisted and came close under the 
ship : and he then fired at a man who was in the boat, and killed him* 
It was put to the jury to find, whether the sentinel did not fire under 
the mistaken impression that it was his duty : and they found that he 
did. But, a case being reserved, the Judges were unanimous that it 
was nevertheless murder. They thought it however a proper case for 
a pardon ; and further they were of opinion, that if theaot had been 
necessary for the preservation of the ship, as if the deceased had been 
stirring up a mutiny, the sentinel would have been justified. A similar 
question arose in Ireland in 1852. A party of soldiers were escorting 
a body of voters into au election at Si* Mile Bridge in the County 



COMMAND OF SUPERIOR AUTHORITY, 


4-7 


Clare. The mob tried to carry away the voters, and the officer in 
command ordered the soldiers to fire, and several of the rioters were 
killed. Several of the soldiers were tried for murder, and Mr. Justice 
Perrin directed the jury, that soldiers were merely armed citizens, and 
that the orders of their officers did not justify any acts of violence, 
unless the orders themselves were legal. In that case however great 
violence had been used by the mob, and the jury found the prisoner 
t not guilty, probably being of opinion that the lives of the parties 
whom they were escorting were in danger. 

The Scotch law takes a more lenient view of the position of soldiers. 

M. Alison says (Crim. Law, p. 673.) 

“The exprews command of a Magistrate or Officer will exonerate an inferior 
officer or noldier, unless the command be to do something plainly illegal, or 
beyond his known duty.” 

Then after pointing out the peculiar position of a soldier, who is 
“ subjected to a peculiar and peremptory code of laws, armed with 
powers of extraordinary severity, for the purpose of enforcing on his 
part the most implicit obedience to command/’ he proceeds — 

“It will require, therefore the very strongest case to subject a soldier to 
punishment for what be does an obedience to the distinct commands of his 
commanding officer. But still this privilege must have ita limits ; it is con- 
lined to what ia commanded in the course of official duty, and which does not 
plainly and evidently tranagro?;* ita limits. For, what it an officer command* 
private soldier to commit immloi, or to steal, or to aid him in a raj»e, oi if 
he order a file of soldiers to firo on an inoffensive multitude , certainly in none 
of these cases will the privates be exempted if they yield obedience to Such 
criminal mandates-”*— (See also Alison Crim. L. 3h, 401.) 

According to this view the soldier’s exemption depends upon his 
opinion of the legaltyj of the act, and if the order is given “ in the 
course of official duty, end does not plainly and evidently transgress 
its Bad**/' that is, if he honestly falls into an excusable mistake of law, 
he will be proie<yfced. But this is evidently not the view taken by the ^ 
framers of the Code, His mistake* if he labours under one, must be 
a mistake of fact, and not a mistake of law. If he erroneously sup- 
poses his superior officer to be authorised to issue orders which are 
illegal, he will be guilty, and his mistake can only go in mitigation 
of punishment, or as a ground for an absolute pardon* 

Even the orders of the Supreme Government of India would be 
no justification of an unlawful act, unless under circumstances which 
constituted the entire transaction an act of state. (Rogers t>. Ratten- 
dro Dutt. 8 M. I. A. 180, but m 21 Geo. Ill c. 70 ante. p. 44.) 

In no case, however, would such acts as the above be murder, if 
done bond fide by a public servant, in the discharge of bis public duty, 
though in excess of bis legal powers ; they would be culpable homi- 
cide* (a. 300. Exception 8*) 

On the other hand it is easy* to conceive a case where a party might 
under a mistake of facts conceive himself justified in firing into a crowd, 
and would be excusable if he did so. Where the military are called out 
to check a riot, if it is proceeding to such a height as endangers life 
w proper ty, end cannot be checked by milder means, or if an attempt 
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to arrest the ringleaders is resisted by force, and their capture can in 
no other way be effected, it would be lawful to use fire-arms. A 
, vigorous use of powder and ball might have stopped the French 
! Evolutions of 1789, 1830, and 1848, and certainly would have stop- 
ped the Gordon and Bristol riots. If then the officer in command, 
erroneously conceiving such a state of things to exist, orders his men 
to fire, and if a soldier, honestly and with good reason believing hia 
life or those of others to be in danger, kilts a man, that act will be 
justified under s. 7 6 

No doubt, as Mr. Alison says, the position of a soldier is a very 
hard one, He is placed between thB penalties of two laws, theCivil 
and Military. But there is no help for it. This is one of the draw- 
backs of his position, and the safety of the community demands 
that the Civil law should retain him in its grasp, enforcing its princi- 
ples with rigour, but inflicting its penalties with discretion. 

Neither the orders of a parent, or a master will furnish any defence 
for an illegal act. (Alison Grim, L. 671,672.) , 

The orders of a foreign Government will only justly its own sub- 
jects, or British subjects while within its own jurisdiction. In a re- 
cent case, the master of an English ship contracted with the Chilian 
Government to carry to England some prisoners who were sentenced 
to banishment. On Teaching England, they indicted him ter afcaantt 
and false imprisonment, and on appeal the conviction was affirmed* 
The Court held that there could be no conviction for what was done 
within the Chilian territory, for that in Chili the acts of the Govern- 
ment towards its subjects must be assumed to be lawful, and that an 
English ship while within the territorial waters of a foreign State, was 
subject to the laws of that State, as to acts dofle to the subject there- 
of. But an English ship on the high seas, out of any foreign terri- 
tory, was subject to the laws of England, and therefoie any justifica- 
tion under the orders of the Chilian Government, ceased, when the 
ship passed the line of Chilian jurisdiction* It might be that trans- 
portation to England was lawful by the law of Chili, and that a Chili- 
an ship might so lawfully transport Chilian subjects. Bnt fttfttaa 
English ship the laws of Chili out of the State were powerless* attd 
the lawfulness of the acts must be tried by English law. (Bet Erie, 
C. J* Beg. Lesley 29 LJ. MC. 97. Bell 220.) 

Under English law criminal acts, not being heinous felonies, if com- 
mitted by the wife in the presence of her ^husband, were presumed to 
be committed under his coercion, and he only was punishable. (Arch. 
18. Beg Wardroper 29 LJ. MC. 116. Bell 249.) But dnder 
Scotch law these facts furnished no defence, and only went In mitiga- 
tion of punishment. (Alison Crim. L. 66.) The present ^ Code 
follows the Scotch law in this respect, with the single exception of 
“ harbouring” which is no offence when a wife harbours her husband. 

Mistake will be no justification, unless*itis a mistake of fact, and 
not invariably then. The criterion is to inquire, whether assuming 
the fact to be, as ,it was erroneously * supposed to be, the act done \n 
consequence was lawful, A man who shoots an inmate of the house, 

t 
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who comes into his room at night, supposing him to be a burglar, 
would be justified; because if his supposition were correct, he would 
have authority under s* 103 to kill the offender. But if he fired out 
of his window by day at the same person, supposing that lie was tres- 
passing upon bis paddy field, this would not be justifiable, for an 
actual trespasser could not lawfully be so assailed. 

Under s, 52, the mistake must be one in consequence of which the 
parly “ in good faith believes himself to be justified by law in doing** 
the act. Good faith is defined by s. 52, as involving due care and atten- 
tion, “It cannot be supposed that if a man merely dreamt of a certain 
state of facts, without any ground for his impression, and acted upon it* 
it would be sufficient. Some fact 3 must exist which might give rise to 
an honest belief on his part that such state of facts existed as would 
have justified his actions- (Per Keating J. Leete t>. Hart, 3 LB. CP. 
325.) 

Mistake, or ignorance of law, is no ground of defence, the general 
rule being, that every person who has capacity to understand the law 
is presumed to have a knowledge of it. And so far is this principle 
carried, that it*has been held that a foreigner could not be allowed to 
show as a justification of his act, (though he might in mitigation of 
punishment), that it was no offence in his own country, and that he 
was not aware it was considered wrong where he was tried. And, 
however hardly it may bear m some few cases, it is evident that the 
rule is a necessary one. If a criminal could get off by pleading igno- 
rance of law, convictions would probably be rare, nor could sooiety 
exist for a year, if even a sincere belief in the propriety of his conduct 
could justify any one who chose to murder or steal. (Arch. 19.) 

Where however an lot was innocent before, and was for the first 
time made an offence by statute, a physical impossibility that the 
prisoner should have known of the statute was held to bo a bar to a 
conviction* Accordingly in such a case, the parties were allowed to 
show that they were at sea when the statute was passed, and that they 
could not possibly have been aware of it. (Arch. 20.) 

Mr. Bishop remarks upon this point, (Bishop § 378.) 

u In civil causes it would aeem that if law and fact are bleBded aft 
a mixed question, or if one's ignorance of fact is produced by igno* 
rauce of law, the whole may be regarded as ignorance of fact, of which 
the party is at liberty to take advantage. So, in criminal jurisprudence^ 
if the guilt or innocence of the prisoner depends on the fact, to ha 
found by the jury, of his having been or not, when he did the in 
some precise mental condition, which mental condition is the gist of 
the offence, the jury in determining this question of mental condition, 
may take into consideration his ignorance or misinformation in a mat- 
ter of law. Thus to constitute larceny, there must be an Intent to steal, 
which involves the knowledge that the property taken belongs not to 
the latter. Yet if all the facts concerning the title are known to the 
accused, and so the question is merely one of law whether 9 the property, 
is his or not, still he may show, and the showing will be a defence to 
him against the criminal process, that he honestly believed it 
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through a misapprehension of law. A mere pretence of claim set wp 
by one who does not himself believe it to be valid, does not prevent 
tne act of taking from being larceny,” 

Sections 77, 78 extend to Judges and persons acting under their 
orders a protection from criminal process somewhat, though not alto- 
gether, similar to that which has already been granted to them in the 
case of civil suits by Act XVIH of 1850, One difference between 
the two Acts is with regard to officers, who are not protected under 

78 unless they do “ in good faith, believe that the Court had juris* 
lection ” If the bailiff happens to be a better lawyer than the Judge 
or Magistrate, and sees that the order is beyond the jurisdiction, he will 
have no defence if he executes it. This seems very hard upon Mm* as 
he cannot refuse to execute it without resigning his office, or, in the 
case of a soldier refusing to carry out an illegal order of a Court Martial 
without exposing himself to be shot. Under Act XVIII of 1850 he ia 
protected in a the execution of any warrant or order, which he would 
be bound to execute, if within the jurisdiction of the person issuing the 
same.” Under the Police Acts (XXIV of 1858, s, 54 and V o'f 1801, 
s. 43) a Police Officer who has acted upon a Magistrates warrant may 
plead it, in answer to any prosecution brought against him for an 
acting, and the plea is sufficient, notwithstanding any defect of juris- 
diction in such Magistrate. — These certainly seem more ssnstbfa 
provisions. 

Where peons, acting under a civil process, arrested a witness on hto 
way to Court, who as such, was privileged eundo , morando et redeundo, 
and persisted in the arrest after due notice, it was held that they were 
not protected under s, 78. In that case the officer issuing the warrant 
had jurisdiction, but the special circumstances of the case took away 
their jurisdiction to execute the warrant. (5 R. J 85 P, 43.) And so in 
a case where a Ifailiff, in executing process against the moveable pro- 
perty of a judgment debtsr, broke open the gate. (8 R. C. C. C R. 8 .) 

It seems very doubtful whether s, 77 protects a Judge in respect of 
on act done by him, in a matter where he had no jurisdiction whatever* 
't °ks&*yed that although the Legislature had to view the pos- 
■lbilityof acts done wholly beyond the jurisdiction of the CpurL the 
'jraofcecroon which is expressly granted to speh a case to the O&taL x* 
not granted in any siisfc express and positive words to the Judge* 
It may well bes&id that a Judge can only be acting judicially where 
he is within his jurisdiction. A High (Jouxt Judge who oboes to 
amuse himself by hearing cases in the Mofiissil eould not be said to 
»e acting judicially, even though he fancied' bis Commission extended 
bo far. Ito C alder v Halket (2 Moo. I. A 223) this view was taken 
of a somewhat similar Statute : 21 Geo, III. c. 70* s. 34 provides 


H That no action for wrong or injury shall lie in the Supreme Conrfcsgstos* 
fhy Person wh&tsoeveiy exercising a judicial office ia the Conntrv Courk km 
l^d^raent, decree,, or order of the said Court. * ' 

' ? %.M d JV th ? p,i !» Counoil fP- 306) that this, Statute did not 
protect top Judge where he, gave judgment, « made an ordes, ia the 
im&fiit exetcue of hie jurisfUgtioD, apd ttade® the belief of hie having 



JUDICIAL ACTS. 


81 


jurisdiction, where he had not ; but that it only operated to the extent 
of 4< protecting them from actions for things done within their juris- 
diction, though erroneously or irregularly done, leaving them liable for 
things done wholly without jurisdiction,” (and see Pedley u. Davis 30 
U. CP. 374. ID OB. NS. 492. Kemp t>. Neville 31 LJ. CP. 158. 10 
CB. NS. 523.) 

In either case the Act only applies where the defendants have used 

due care and attention/* (s. 52) or, in the language of the Privy 
Council, “ where parties bond fide and noi absurdly believe that they 
are acting in pursuance of Statutes, and according to law. 5 * (4 Moo. 
I. A. 379- See Leete o. Hart 3 LR. CP. 322.) Knowledge is the 
great criterion upon this point. As the Privy Council say in Calder 
«. Halket; (2 Moo, I. A. 309.) 

“It is well settled that a Judge of a Court of Record in England, with limit- 
ed jurisdiction, or a justice of the pBaoe, acting judicially, with ft special |hd 
limited authorityi is not liable to an action of trespass for acting without 
jurisdiction, unless he had the knowledge or means of knowledge of which 
he ought to have availed himself, of that which constitutes the defect of juris- 
diction. (See 2 Mad. H. 0 443.) 

Accordingly, where a Judge took proceedings against a European, 
over whom he had no jurisdiction, it was held that he was protected 
under 21 Geo. III. c. 70, s. 34, because 

‘‘ It did not appear from the evidence in the case, that the defendant was 
at any time informed of the European character of the plaintiff, or knew it 
before, or had such information aB to make it meumbeut on him to ascertain 
that ffcct. ,> (Ibid, p, 310. See also Hermann n Senesohall, 32 LJ. CP* 43. 13 
CB. NS. 392. Roberts v. Orchard 33 U. Ex. 65. 2 H & C. 769.) 

On the other hand the protection given to an officer under s. 77 
will often depend upon whether he professes to be acting judicially 
wr *ot. A Collector acting under the Madras Regulations V anOX 
<rf 1822, or under the Bengal Act X. of 1859 will be protected, since 
he e&mes teder the terms of s. 19. But if fae were merely arranging 
a revenue question, he would not be acting judicially at all 

The nature of the acts to which protection is given was pointed out 
by the Privy Council in the same case, (p. 301) where they said 


« It is net merely in respect of acts iu Court, acts sedente cuAa that a 
Judge has an immunity, but in respect of all acts of a judicial nature: and 
*® order under the Mel of the Foujdery Court, to bring a native into that 
Court, to be there dealt with on a criminal charge, is an aot of a judicial 
nature, and, whether there waa irregularity or error in it, or not. would be 
ditpunwhable by ordinary procesa of Taw.” 

The words “ Judge” and ” Court of Justice” 
end 20. 
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80. Nothing is an offence which is done by acci- 
Aocident in the dent or nusfortHiwv ana without any 
doing ot a lawful crirriinal intention or knowledge, in 
the doing of a lawful act in a lawful 
manner, by lawful m earns, and with proper care and 
caution. v 



ACCIDENT* 


Illustration, 

A is at a work with a hatchet ; the head flies off and kills a man 
who is standing by* Here, if there Was no want of proper caution on 
the part of A, his act is excusable and not an offence. 

In cases of accident the two material questions, are, first as to the 
innocence of the act really intended, and secondly, as to the caution 
with which it is done. If a horse runs away with its rider, and kills 
some one in the road, this will be merely accident; but it would be 
otherwise, though the immediate act was beyond the prisoner’* control, 
if he has himself by his own misconduct, brought such a state of 
things about. Where two omnibuses were racing, and one ran over a 
man, the defence was, that the horses were running away, Patteson, 
J., in charging the J ury said 

& Tha question is, whether you are satisfied that the prisoner was driving 
in such a negligent manner that, by reason of his gross negligence, he had 
lost the command of his horses , and that depends on whether the horses 
were unruly, or whether you believe that he haa been racing with the other 
omnibus, and had so urged his horses that he could not stop (hem ; because 
however he might be endeavouring to stop them afterw&rdsf if he had lost 
the command of them by his own act, he would be answerable” (1 Buss, 869 ) 


As to the second point, 


** The caution which the law requires is not the utmost caution that oan 
be used, but such reasonable precaution as is used in similar cum, and has 
been found by long experience, and in the ordinary course of things to an- 
swer the end./ 1 (Alison Crim. L. 143.) 

Where a man discharged his gun before he went out to dinner, and 
&n returning took it up and touched the trigger, when it went off and 
killed his wife, the fact being that it had been loaded in his absence, 
and without his knowledge ; Mr. Justice Poster directed an acquittal, 

being of opinion, upon the whole evidence, that he had reasonable 
ground for believing the gun was not loaded.” (Foster, Or- L. 265.) 
And so in another case, the prisoner was charged with having fired a 
fowling piece, loaded with small shot, in a field within an easy shot 
of a high road, where persons frequently passed, and in the direction of 
the road, and killed a girl who was passing at the time. It &pjpqaxedi& 
evidence that the shot was really a long one, being above My yards, 
and that it proved fatal only by one of the leads having unf o rt un ately 
penetrated the child’s eye, while the other shot hardly penetrated the 
skin. The Court held the death accidental iu these circumstances, and 
so the jury found. (Alison Crim. L. 144.) 


81. Nothing is an offence merely by reason of its 
'Act iik«iy to b e | n g done with the knowledge that 
it is likely to cause, harm, if it be done 
without any criminal intention to cause 
harm, and in good faith for the pur- 
pose of preventing or avoiding other 
harm to person or' property. 


cause harm, hut 
dotk^ without a 
criminal intent, 
and V prevent 
other htfm. 
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Explanation . — It is a question of fact in such a 
case, whether the harm to be prevented or avoided 
was of such a nature, and so imminent, as to justify 
or excuse the risk of doing the act, with the know- 
ledge that it was likely to cause harm. 

Illustrations. 

(a) A, the Captain of a Steam Vessel, suddenly and without any 
fault or negligence on his part, finds himself in such a position that, 
before he can stop his vessel, he must inevitably run down a boat B, 
with 20 or 30 passengers on board, unless he changes the course of his 
vessel, and that, by changing his course, he must incur risk of run- 
ning down a boat C with only 2 passengers on board which he may 
possibly clear. Here, if A alters his course without any intention to 
run down the boat C, and in good faith for the purpose of avoiding the 
danger to the passengers in the boat B, he is not guilty of an offence, 
though he may run down the boat C by doing an act which he knew 
was likely to cause that effect, if it be found as a matter of fact that 
the danger which he intended to avoid was such as to excuse him in 
incurring the risk of running down the boat C, 

(£.) A in a great fire pulls down houses in order to prevent the 
conflagration from spreading. He does this with the intention, in good 
faith, of saving human life or property. Here, if it be found that 
the harm to be prevented was of such a nature and so imminent as 
to excuse A’s act, A is not guilty of the offence. 

This Section is very obscure. Every person is supposed to intend 
What he knows will happen. If he knows that au act will cause hams, 
he is supposed to intend harm, and an intention to do harm is- prUtd 
fade mtninaL We are not told except by the illustrations, what are 
the circumstances under whioh such an act could be done without a 
criminal intention. Nor are we told whether the harm to be prevented 
or avoided must be harm to others, or may be merely harm to the 
person himself. 

Looking at the illustrations, it would appear that the words*** if it 
be done without any criminal intention to cause harm,’ 3 must be taken 
to mean very much the same thing as the clause which follows them ; 
and that the whole section comes to this, that where a man, reason- 
ably believing that injury to some one is inevitable, honestly does thatf 
which he thinks will produce the smallest amount of injury, he is not 
to be held liable for the harm which actually results. Take for instance 
such an extreme case as that of the General who sent a small party of 
men to stand over a mine, with the deliberate intention that they 
should be blown up, in order that the rest of the division might pass 
over in safety. 

The more important question remains, whether a man is justified in 
doing an injury to others to prevent s# injury to himself ? For instance, 
if he is starving may he steal ? The explanation furnishes no assistance, 
for H does not inform us what sort of harm it is, which is of such a 
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nature and so imminent as to justify the act* I conceive that unlees 
in cases which come under ss, 96-105, the harm must be harm to 
others, and in general harm of a public character* ^ The English 
-Jurists are all agreed that no amount of necessity will justify a man 
in stealing cloths or food, however much his wants may go in 
mitigation of his punishment. <1 Hale 54. $ East P. 0. 698) and 
the rule of Scotch law is the same. (Alison Crim. L. 674.) And so 
the framers of the Penal Code say, (note 21.) 

** Nothing is more usual than for thieves to urge distress and hunger as 
excuses for their thefts. It is certain, indeed, that many thefts are com- 
mitted from the pressure Df distress so severe as to be more terrible thin the 
punishment of theft, and than the disgrace which that punishment bring* 
with it to the mass of mankind. It is equally certain that when the dis- 
tress from which a man can relieve himself by theft is more terrible than the 
evil consequences of theft, those consequences will not deter him from oom* 
matting theft. Yet it by no menus follows that it is irrational to punish him 
for theft For though the fear of punishment is not likely to keep say man 
from theft when he is actually starving, it is very likely to keep him from 
being nr a starving state. It is of no effect to counteract the irresistable 
motive which immediately prompts to theft. But it is of great effect to ooua- 
ter act the motives to that idleness and that profusion whicl^end in bringing 
a man into a condition m which no law will keep him from committing 
theft.” 

t 

The . only instance in which the English law admits that one mao 
may sacrifice the rights of an innocent man for his own in tercets, h 
such a case aathat of two shipwrecked men getting upon a plank which 
will only support one, where either may thrast off the other, if he can. 
(I East. P. C. 294.) But here plainly the only question is whether 
one or both are to perish. 

Lord Hale observes, however, that, 

< 4 By the Rhodian law, and the common maritime custom, if the com- 
mon provision for the ship's company fail, the master may under certain 
temperaments break open the private chest of the marines or passengers, 
and make a distribution of that particular and private provision for th# pm* 
aervation of the ship’s company. (1 Hale 55.) , 

v And so I have no doubt it would be lawful to do in the ease of a 
town besieged, where it was indispensable for the safety of all that 
the provisions sbonIA.be equally divided, 

, / 

82. Nothing is an offence which is 

<Jw 7 yews' SIS’ done by a cMI( l under seven years of 

age. 

. 83. Nothing is an offence which is done by a 
Act of a child child above seven years of age and 
under twelve, -who has not attained 
lAo^has not suffi- sufficient maturity of understanding to 
° £ j ud 3 e of tiie nature and consequences 
■ „ * * of his conduct on that occasion. 

Thfeae-St^u^s have tie law very much aa it is in England and 
Scotland; mafciBg. J allo ^artces for tha ootfiparative precocity of children 
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in the East According to English law, life is divided into three 
periods* Up to seven years there is an absolute incapacity for crime* 
and this is so enacted by $• 82, After fourteen, a youth is in precise- 
ly the same state as to criminal responsibility as any grown man ; s. S3 
makes this period of responsibility come two years earlier. In the in- 
termediate period criminal responsibility depends upon the state of 
the mind, and this also agrees with a- S3. Nothing is said in the 
Code however upon the presumption which is to be drawn, in the ab- 
sence of all evidence, as to whether a child in this transition stage is 
of sufficient maturity to be called to account for its actions or not. 
Possibly this was passed over as being a matter of evidence. The 
Commissioners however in their first report 1846, s. 117, say in re- 
ference to this Section cC It would seem from this that maturity of 
understanding is to be presumed in case of such a child unless the ne- 
gative be proved on the defence ” It is difficult to see why there 9koqfd 
be any presumption that a child who 7 only a week ago, was absolute- 
ly exempt from punishment on the score of immautrity^ should be 
presumed after seven days have elapsed to be of mature mind, ^ It is 
also difficult to see how a negative conld possibly be proved, in the 
case of any child above seven. According to English law during this 
second period 

<r An infant shall be primd facie deemed to be deli weapon, andpresumed 
to be unacquainted with guilt ; yet this presumption will diminish with the 
advance of the offender's years, and will depend upon the particular facts- 
and circumstances of his case. The evidence of malice, however, which is to 
supply age* should be strong and clear beyond all doubt and contradiction . 0 
(I Russ. 7.) 

The onua of proof therefore would in England in all cases lie upon lie* 
prosecution. Accordingly instances are to be fonnd in which children 
ao young as eight years have been hung, the evidence showing tbetfrtb 
have had a perfect knowledge of the nature of their act, and? a. steady 
determination to perpetrate it. One remarkable instance is mentioned 
by Mr. Russell. A boy of ten and a girl of five years old were living 
together in the same house, the latter was missed one day, and after 
considerable search her body was found buried in a dunghill, and shock- 
ingly mangled. The boy, when questioned, at first denied all know- 
ledge of the matter. When the Coroner’s Jury met he was again 
charged, but persisted still in his denial. At length being closely in- 
terrogated, he fell to crying, and said be would tell the whole truth. 
He then said that the child had been used to foul herself in bed ; 
that she did ao that morning, (which was ascertained to be untrue) 
that thereupon he took her out of her bed, and carried her to the Amsg- 
heap, and with a large knife, which he found about the house, cut her 
In the manner the body appeared to be mangled, and buried her in 
the dungheap ; placing the dung and straw that was bloody under the 
body, and covering it up with what was olefin j.and having so done, 
he got water and washed nimself as clean as he could. He was ulti- 
mately convicted upon his own confession corroborated by other 
«ir«»mstanoes, and his case was referred for the opinion of all the 
Jadgftft, who unanimously agreed, “ that there ware so many circumn 
shames elated in the report which were undoubtedly tokens of skit 
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Lord Hale calls a mmhmous discretion, that he *vas certainly a proper 
subject for capital punishment, and ought to suffer ; for it would be 
of a very dangerous consequence to have it thought that children may 
commit such crimes with impunity.” (Russ. 8. Arch. 12.) Practi- 
cally, the boy was not executed, and probably the humane spirit of 
the present age would refuse under any circumstances to carry out 
the extreme sentence of the law upon one so young. Still the case is 
of value as exemplifying the maxim, malitia suppUt atatem ; a mis- 
chievous discretion makes up for want of years. 

There is another point which is not referred to in s. 83, possibly 
as being also a matter of evidence : I refer to the invincible presump- 
tion raised by the English law that up to fourteen there is a physi- 
cal incapacity for the crime of rape. (Arch, 13,) It will be observed 
that the only ground of exemption under s, 83 is mental immaturity ; 
hat where a particular crime involves a certain organic power which is 
ordinarily wanting up to a certain age, it seems only fair to raise a 
presumption that up to that age the crime cannot be committed. Ad- 
mitting the principle to be a correct one, it may be doubted whether 
exactly the same time would be fixed in this country, taking the pre- 
cocious maturity of Hindoos into consideration. With respect to 
offences upon girls, the legislature seems to assume that they come to 
maturity two years earlier here than in Europe, (Compare the Indian 
-Act 9 Geo. IV. c. 74. s, 65 with the corresponding EngUsfe one 
9 Geo, IV. c. 31; s. 17.) And possibly the same view might be taken 
in the case of a boy charged with rape. Where a boy omy ten years 
old, was convicted by the Eutwa of rape on a girl only three years 
old, the Court of N. A. viewed it a3 an attempt only, and punished it 
as a misdemeanor, with one year's imprisonment. (1 M, Dig 190, 
§ 636.) 

In some of the American Courts the conclusive presumption against 
male property before fourteen is rejected, and evidence is admitted to 
establish the existence of physical capacity. (Bishop, § 466.) 

Under the Cr. P. C. s. 433 where any person under sixteen shall 
be sentenced to imprisonment for any offence, the Magistrate or Court 
passing the sentence is authorised to direct the confinement of the of- 
fender & a reformatory recognised by Government, instead of eona%«i» 
ing him to jail, 

84. Nothing is an offence which is done by a 
A person who, at the time of doing it, 

of uwound mnd! by reason of unsoundness of mind, is 
incapable of knowing the nature of the 
act, or that he is doing what is either wrong or con- 
to law. 

Erragr one at the age of discretion is by law presumed to be ea rn . 
and. accountable for his actions, unless the contrary be proved. And 
if a lunatic has lucid intervals, the law presumes the offence to have 
been committed in a lucid interval, unless it appears that be was aotu- 
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ally under tho influence of bis distemper at the time, (l Russ. 1 1) oi 
thni a fit of madness* had existed a very short time previously* (Alison 
Or. L, 652, 659.) And iu all cases, where the commission of the crime 
is admitted, but this, or any other incapacity, is alleged, the onus of 
proving it lies upon those who set it up, and if they fail to prove it 
affirmatively to the satisfaction of the Judge, he is bound to convict. 
(Utig. v. Stokes 3 C k K. 185.) 

Defect of understanding is of three sorts, idiocy, lunacy, ami t hat 
which is merely temporary and artificial, being brought on by drunken- 
ness, opium eating or such like cause. 

Idiocy is the ordinary case of one who has never had any reason, 
or lucid interval, from his bath It is generally easy of proof, as being 
a matter of notoriety, and of course when established is a complete dt« 
fence. 

Lunacy presents much greater difficulties on account of the number- 
less phases which it presents, and the imperceptible dcgiees by which 
it thvinulcs down into something little beyond eccentricity, or oddity 
of manner. In the majority of cases, where a prisoner is shown to be 
a violent madman, dangerous to all around him, or to be mentally 
estranged from mankind, incapable of thinking or acting like a human 
being, the matter is simple enough. Providence has not left him that 
amount of reason which is necessary to make him accountable for liis 
acts. If this state of mind is subject to lucid intervals, the further 
question is introduced whether the act was perpetrated in a lucid 
interval or not. But often the insanity is of a different type; 
the delusion is only partial — a monomania as it is called — which 
affects him on particular points or in respect to particular nersons — 
leaving him as to other matters in the ordinary state. How as Bis 
act to be judged of when it is connected with the subject of Jhis 
delusion? How, when it has po connection with it? May a man 
justify a larceny on the ground of a belief that he is Emperor of China, 
or can he be acquitted of murder, because he conceived that the mur- 
dered man was an enemy to his country ? 

These points have all undergone repeated discussion, and probably 
the most clear and lucid treatment of the entire matter will be found 
iu the answers given by the English judges to certain questions pro- 
posed to them by the House of Lords in the case of Reg, n, 
M'Naughten, aiul quoted in Archbold. (15-17.) The questions were as 
follows: — 

« whftt is the law respecting alleged <nmcs committed by person* 
afflicted with insane delusion in respect of one or more particular subjects 
or persons; as, for instance, where, at the time of the commission of the 
alleged crime, the accused knew he was acting contrary to law, but did the 
act complained of with a view, under the influence of insane delusion, of 
redressing or revenging some supposed grievance or injury, or of producing 
seme public benefit ? 

« £ad. What are the proper questions to be submitted to the Jury when 
» person, alleged to be afflicted with insane delusion respecting one or more 
MiptiOulif ftstbj eoto or persons, is charged with the commission of a crime, 
{afcftftdtr lor example, * and i inanity is set up as a defence » 
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41 3rd In what terms ought the question to he left to tin* Jury as to fctitf 
prisoner’s state of mint! at the time when the act was committed * 

“ 4 th. If a person, under an insane delusion as to tho existing fact*, 
commits an offence in consequence thereof, is he thereby excused } 

h 5th. Dan a medical man, conversant with the disease of insanity, who 
never saw the prisoner previous to the trial* but who was present during the 
whole trial, and the examination of all the witnesses, be asked his opitihm a« 
to the state of the prisoner’s mind at tho time of the commission of tin* 
alleged onmB, or his opinion whether the prisoner waa conscious, at the time 
of doing the act, that he was acting contrary to law, or whether kv wan 
labouring under and what delusion at the time 

To these questions the Judges (with the exception of MauU% who gave 
on his own account a more qualified answer) answered as follows 

To the first question 44 Assuming that your Lordship’s inquiries are 
confined to those persons who labour under such partial delusions only, and 
a$e not in other respects insane, we are of opinion, that, notwithstanding 
the party did the act complained of with a view, under the influence of insane 
delusion, of redressing or revenging some supposed grievance or injury, or 
of producing some public benefit, he is nevertheless punishable, according 
to the nature of the crime committed, if he knew, at the time of committing 
such crime, that he was acting contrary to law, by which expression wo 
understand your Lordships to mean the law of the land.” * 

To the 2nd and 3rd questions: “That the jury ought to be told in all 
cases that every man is presumed to be sane, and to possess a sufficient degree 
of reason to be responsible for his crimes, uutil the contrary be proved to 
their satisfaction ; and that, to establish a defence on the ground of intanity, 
it must be clearly proved that, at the time of the committing of the 
act, the party accused was labouring under such a defect of reason, from 
disease of the mind, as not to know the nature and quality of the 
act be was doing, or, if he did know it, that he did not know he w« doing 
■what was wrong. The mode of putting the latter part of the question to 
the jury cm these occasions haa generally been, whether the accused, at the 
time of doing the act, knew the difference between right and wrong, which 
mode, though raiely, if ever, loading to any mistake with the Jury, is not, 
as we conceive, so accurate when put generally, and in tho abstract* ss 
when put to the party’s knowledge of right and wrong in respect to the 
very act with which he is charged. If the question were to be put as to 
the knowledge of the accused, solely and exclusively with reference to the 
law of the land, it might tend to confound the Jury, by inducing them to 
believe that an actual knowledge of the law of the land was essential i ft 
order to lead to a conviction, whereas the law is administered upon the 
principle that every one must be taken conclusively to know it, without 
proof that he does know it. If the accused was conscious that the act wu** 
one which he ought not to do, and if that act was at the same time con- 
trary to the law of the land, he is punishable; and the usual course, 
therefore, has been to leave the question to the Jury, whether tho party 
accused had a sufficient degTee ot reason to know that ho was doing an 
act that was wrong*,* and this course, we think, is correct, accompanied 
with such observations and explanations as the circumstance of each parti- 
cular ease may require.” 

To the fourth question 44 The answer to this question must of course 
depend on the nature of the delusion ; but making the same assumption m 
we did before, that he labours under such partial delusion only, and is 
not ha other respects insane, we think he must be considered in the same 
situation as to responsibility as if the facta with respects to which the 
delusion exists were real, For example, if, under the influence of hi* 
delusion, Be supposes another man to be in the not of attempting to take 
away his life and he kills that man, as he supposes, in self-defence, he 
would esempfc from punishment. If hia delusion was that the deceased 
has inflicted a serious injury to hi* character md fortune, aud he killed 
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him in itivougo for such supposed injury, he would be liable to punish- 
ment” 

And to the last question — 1 « We think the medical man, under the cir- 
cumstances supposed, cannot in strictness bo ashed his opinion m the terms 
above stated, because each of those questions involves the determination of 
the truth of the facts deposed to, which it is for the Jury to decide ; and 
the questions are not more questions upon a matter of science, in which 
case such evidence is admissible. But where the facts are admitted or not 
disputed, and the question becomes substantially, one of science only, it 
may be convenient to allow the question to be put in that general form, 
though the same cannot be insisted on as a matter of rights 

It ig a wise caution which was given by Baron Hume not “ to 
receive as evidence of madness the atrocity or brutality of the act itself 
that has been done, though there has been no previous symptom of 
the disease.” (Alisou Grim. L. 653.) In many remarkable trials in 
England an attempt has been made to set up insanity on this ground 
but the Judges have always strenuously resisted the introduction of a 
principle, which would make a criminal safe in proportion to the 
barbarity of his acts. Mere crime, however savage and purposeless, 
is unfortunately only too consistent with all that we know of human 
nature. And is also most necessary to remember, that “mere 
oddity of manner, a half craziness of disposition, if unaccompanied 
by an obscuring of the conscience will not avail the prisoner*’* 
(Alison Crim. L. 655.) The evidence must prove an alienation of 
reason, perverting the moral sense. 

The case of persons who are deaf, or dumb, or both, is occasionally 
one of much difficulty. One who was deaf and dumb from birth used to 
be assumed to be also an idiot, since be had no means of acquiring 
information as to the law of the land, or of learning the distinction 
between right and wrong. This presumption however might bq 
rebutted by showing that he had the use of his understanding, and of 
course would vanish, if it were proved that he had been fully instructed, 
as many have been by the well known discoveries in the art of teaching 
such persons. Where therefore such a person, or a person merely deaf, 
or merely dumb stands charged with an offence, three states of fact are 
possible. The evidence may show that he is actually destitute of such 
an amount of reason as makes him a responsible being. In tl^at case 
he would be dealt with as an ordinary idiot. Or he may appear to 
have sufficient intelligence, and there may also be means by writing, 
or by such a system of signs as he understands, of communicating 
with him, so as to convey to him the nature of the charge and evidence 
against him, and so as to admit of his making a defence. In that case 
his trial would proceed, and he might be convicted aud punished. Of 
course very great caution would be requisite before such a conviction 
could be considered satisfactory. An intermediate state of things 
would arise, where the evidence, established his mental intelligence, but 
no means existed of communicating with his mind, or of enabling him 
to communicate with the witnesses or the Court. In such a case, 
the old English practice used to be let the trial proceed, the judge 
watching the case on behalf of the prisoner. (1 Buss. 1 1. note m.) 
It is evident, however, that a prisoner tried in that manner might be 
convicted on h charge of wh^se nature he was utterly ignorant, and to 
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which he could have given a complete answer. The modern course i< 
that which was adopted in Bex. v Dyson (7 0 & P. 305) ami followed 
in E. v , Pritchard, (ibid. 303.) There Alderson B, said to the jury. 
<f There are thiee points to be inquired into First, whether the pri- 
soner is mute of malice or not ; secondly, whether he can plead to the 
indictment or not ; thirdly, whether he is of sufficient intellect to com- 
prehend the course of proceedings on the trial, so as to make n pro* 
per defence— to know that he might challenge any of you to whom ho 
may object — and to comprehend the details of the evidence, which 
in a case of this nature must constitute a minute investigation. Upon 
this issue, therefore, if you think that there is no certain mode of com- 
municating the details of the trial to the prisoner, so that he can clearly 
understand them, and be able properly to make his defence to the 
charge ; you ought to find that he is not of sane mind. . it is not 
enough, that he may have a general capacity of communicating on or- 
dinary matters. The case T have mentioned was considered by several 
of the Judges, and they approved ot the course adopted by Mr. Justice 
J. Parke. 1 1 

In both of the above cases the jury found that the prisoner was of 
non-sane mind, in the sense of being unable to take an intelligent part 
in the proceedings, and the Court ordered the prisoner to bo confined 
in prison during the pleasure of the Crown uuder 39 &4G, Geo III. 
c. 94. s. 2. Should ^ similar case occur in India, the proper course 
would, in my opinion, he to deal with it under sa« 388-*89B of the 
Criminal Procedure Code. 

“ Uider no circumstances should a party accused of an offence, 
being arthetime of unsound mind, and incapable of making hie defence, 
be examined by a Magistrate, or committed for trial.” (3 B. J & P. 
175,) 

The Crim P. C. Chap, XXVII contains rules for the treatment 
oflunatics. Where a prisoner against whom a charge is preferred i» 
shown to be of unsound mind and incapwble of making his defence* 
the case ia to be postponed, but to continue pending, and the prisoner 
is to be released on bail, or kept in custody according to the character 
of the jjffence charged, (ss. 388 — 392.) 

** Whenever any person’is acquitted, upon the ground that at the time at 
which he m charged to have committed an offence, ho was, by roimon of un* 
soundness of mind, incapable of knowiug the natmro of the act charged, or 
that he was doing what was wrong or contrary to law, the finding gtudl 
state specially whether he committed the act or not, v (s, 393.) 

The case is then to be reported to the Local Government, who may 
commit the peison to custody in a lunatic asylum or other safe place 
(s. 394) or hand him over to his friends for safe keeping, (a. S97.J 
If committed to a lunatic asylum under s. 394, he can only be releae- 
erf upou the report of a Commission, to the effect that 41 they con- 
sider that he can be set at liberty without danger to himself or any - 
Other person.” (s. 395, cl. 3.) 

In arfrfitfeit to the powers conferred by this Act, provision has been 
made by Act 14 and 15 Viet. c. 81, for thq removal from India of 
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persons charged with offences, aru,i acquitted on the ground' of in- 
sanity, Section I makes it lawful for the person or persons, adminis- 
tering the Uovemment of the Presidency in \yhich such persons shall 
be in custody, to order such person to be removed from India to any 
part of the United Kingdom, there to abide the order of Her Majesty 
concerning his or her safe custody, and to give such directions for en- 
abling such order to be carried into effect as may be deemed proper. 

Sec, 4 provides for the recovery from the lunatic of the expenses 
so incurred. 

See also Act XXXVI of 1858 as to lunatic asylums, and Act II of 
1867 as to removal of lunatic piisouera from gaol to lunatic asylum, 

85. Nothing is an offence which is done by a 
person who, at the time of doing it, 
incapable of ^ndg" is, by reason of intoxication, incapabfe 
meet by reason of 0 f knowing the nature of the act, or 

againHt his will. that he is doing what is either wrong 

. or contrary to law ; provided thatthe 
thing which intoxicated him was administered to him 
without his knowledge or agaiast his will. 

SO. In cases where an act done is not an offence 
unless done with a particular know- 
a particuiwuS lodge or intent, a person who does the 
or knowledge com- act in a state of intoxication, shall be 

iemtoxioatedr ° liable to be dealt with as if he had the 

. same knowledge as he would have had 

if be had not been intoxicated, unless the thing which 
intoxicated him was administered^ him without his 
knowledge or against his will. 

S. 86 raises, but does not entirely settle the 'question, how far 
evidence of intoxication is admissible where the element of knowledge 
or intent enters into the definition of an ollence. For instance, it has 
been ruled m America 

“ That where a peculiar knowledge was an element of the guilty 
act, requiring men discrimination and judgment, as in passing a 
counterfeited bank bill, knowing it to be counterfeit, and where de- 
liberation and premeditation a re necessary ingredients of the crime, as 
in murder of the first degree, evidence of intoxication is admissible and 
proper to he taken into consideration by the jury, in determining the 
question as to the guilty knowledge in the one* case, and as to the de- 
liberation and premeditation in the other/ 9 (Bishop § 499. n. 3.) 

The Penal Cork*, requires it to be assumed that a man voluntarily 
drunk had the same knowledge as he rnnld have had if ho had not 
been intoxicated ” Therefore wherefrom a given state'of facts the law 
assumes a particular knowledge, ov that knowledge is a matter of 
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necessary inference, intoxication caimat bo set up. For instance, if a 
man shoots another, he would not be allowed to say that lie wa9 drunk, 
and did not know that lie held a pistol in his hand, or Unit the effect of 
discharging it would be to cause death. So, if he killed another under 
circumstances which, had he been sober, could have created no 
alarm iu his mind, he would not he allowed to plead that through 
intoxication he imagined that his life was in dangtr. But whore it is 
incumbent on the prosecution to make out specific knowledge of’ a 
particular fact, and wheie the circumstances raise no necessary inference 
of it, the rule might be different For instance, if a man is charged 
with passing off a counterfeit rupee, knowing it to be such, the know* 
ledge must be made out by the prosecution, and is not necessarily to 
be assumed, though it might be inferred, from the mere fact of passing 
the coin. Suppose the fart to be established that the man had several 
gjpod rupees in his pocket, but knew also that he had out* bad rupee, 
still it would have to be made out that he knew he was paying the bad 
rupee, not merely that he had the means of knowing, if he had taken 
better precautions. It would be clearly admissible to show that he 
was in a hurry to catch a train, and therefore did not examine the 
coin, and I can see no reason why evidence of his intoSication should 
not be admissible for the same purpose. Hurry is a state of mind 
voluntarily brought about just as much as drunkenness. 

Section 86 lays down no rule as to th^ inference of intent in cases of 
intoxication. A man is assumed to intend the natural or necessary 
consequences of his own act, and in the majority of cases the question of 
intention is merely the question of knowledge. If I strike a man on 
the head with a loaded club, I am assumed to know that the act will 
probably cause death, and if that result follows, I am assumed to have 
intended that it should. As the drunkard is assumed to have haft tbs 
knowledge, he must necessarily be assumed to have had the intention, 
siuoe, assuming the knowledge, the law will allow no other explanation 
of the act to be given But sometimes, in determining the quality of 
an offence, evidence is necessary of a specific existing state of mind, 
which must be found as a fact, and cannot be assumed* For instance! 
supposing a fatal blow to be struck under circumstances of grievous 
provocation j it/migbt be shown that, notwithstanding tbe provoca** 
tion, the defeimanthad acted, not under its influence, but from a pre* 
conceived matioious resolve to kill. If so, the offence would be murder. 
But the m^re act of tbe^ deadly blow would not be sufficient evidence 
for that purpose. Given the provocation, the legal inference derivable 
from the character of the blow would be exhausted in making the act 
be culpable homicide not amounting to murder. Evidence of a different 
state of mind would be required to constitute the graver charge- In 
this state of things intoxication might bo an answer to the charge of 
muider. As Mr Bishop observes, ( § 493.) 

“The better doctrine is that if, for instance, the question is, whether 
the killing aiose from a provocation given at the time, or from previ- 
ous m^ice, evidence of the prisoner’s having been too drunk to carry 
this previous nftlice in his heart may be admitted. And the consider- 
ation is not to be withheld from the jury that his drunkenness muv 
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render more weighty the presumption of his having yielded to the pro* 
vocation, rather than to the previous malice ; because of the fact, that 
the passions of a drunken men are more easily aroused than those of 
ii sober one This doctrine differs from that untenable one, of drunken- 
ness excusing or palliating either the passion or the malice* So, 
intoxication sheds light on the question, whether expressions used by 
the prisoner sprang lrom a dehbeiate, evil purpose, or we»e the mere 
idle words of a drunken man. This evidence, moreover, assists m 
determining whether the defendant acted under the belief that his pro- 
perty or person Was about to be attacked” 

87. Nothing, which is not intended to cause death 
Act not intended or grievous hurt, and which is not 
ana not known to known by tlie doer to be likely to 
death or gnevous oa use death or grievous hurt, is an of- 
hurt,d°nebyoon- fence by reason of any harm which it 
may cause, or be intended by the doer 
to cause, to any person above eighteen years of age, 
who has given consent, whether express or implied, 
to suffer that harm ; or by reason of any harm which 
it may be known by tbo doer to be likely to cause 
to any such person, who lias consented to take the 
risk of that harm. 


Illustration . 

A and Z agree to fence with each other for amusement. This agree- 
ment implies the consent of each to suffer any harm which, in the 
course of such fencing, mav be caused without foul play ; and if 
white playing fairly; hurts Z, A* commits no offence. 

Nothing, which is not intended to ci 
death, is an offence by a reason of 
barm which it may cause, or 
tended by the doer to cau*- 
known by the doer to be^ 
cause, to any person for w’ 
it is done in good faith, and who lias ' 
sent, whether express or implied, to si 

or to take the risk of that harm. / 

/ 

lllus/raiion. / 

A, a surgeon, knowing that a partial 1 / 
the death of Z, who suffers under a pa 
ing to cause Z’e death, and intej^ 
performs that operation o n/L r 
*o offence. 


88 . 


Act not intended 
to cause death, 
done by consent m 
good faith for the 
benefit of a person. 
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89. Nothing, which is done in good faith for tin* 
benefit of a person under twelve von vs 

&££££ ° f *s e > ° r ° f unsound min( !> l, y ' oi ; h >\ 

ht of » child or consent, either express or implied, of 
imrT hy U or Ul hy the guardian or other person lowing 
come’nt of guardi- lawful charge of that person, is an 
an ‘ offence by reason of any harm which 

it may cause, or be intended by the <loer to cmioe. 

or be known by the door to he 
provisoes. likely to cause, to that person : Pro- 
vided — 

„ First, — That this exception shall not extend to 
intentional causing of death, or to the attempting to 
cause death ; 

Secondly. — That this exception shall not extend to 
the doing of any thing which the person doing it 
knows to be likely to cause death, for any purpose 
other than the preventing of death or griovou shurt, 
or the curing of any grievous disease or infirmity ; 

Thirdly . — That this exception shall not extend to 
the voluntary causing grievous huVt, or to the at- 
tempting to cause grievous hurt, unless it he for the 
purpose of preventing death or grievous hurt, or the 
N curing of any grievous disease or infirmity ; 

"fourthly. — That this exception shall not. extend 
he abetment of any offence, to the committing of 
'b offence it would not extend. 

Illustrations* 

s pd faith, for his child’s benefit without his child’s consent 
cut for the stone by a surgeon, knowing it to be likely 
ion will pause the child's death, but uot intending to 
n death, A is within the exception, inasmuch as his 
c of the child. 

ut is not such a consent as in intended 
\ any Section of this Code, if tho 
ont is given by a person, under 
injury, or under a misconcep- 
fact, and if the person doing 
'son to believe, that the con- 
■«*u5g of such fear or mis- 
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If the consent is given by a person who, from un- 

Conaent of* ohUd soundness of mind or intoxication, is 
or person of un- unable to understand the nature and 
sound mad. consequence of that to which he gives 
his consent ; or, unless the contrary appears from 
the context, if the consent is given by a person who 
is under twelve years of age. 

The latter part of this Section will introduce an important diver- 
gence from the doctrines of English law, in reference to ciimes which 
depend upon absence of consent* For instance, both by English law 
and under the Code ( 3 . 375) a man commits rape who has sexual in- 
tercourse with a woman without her consent. But the English jurists 
hold that more physical consent is sufficient, and that even though life 
women is an idiot, still if she consents from mere animal instinct, 
the offence is not committed. (Reg. r Fletcher. 28 LJ. MC. 85. 
Bell. 63. Reg. v. Fletc!*,er. 1 LR. 00. 39.1 But the Indian law is not 
satisfied without the intelligent consent of a woman who is able to 
undeistand the nature and consequences of the act. An idiot may be 
ns capable of assenting to sexual intercourse as any other female animal. 
But it is plain that the nature and consequences of illicit, intercourse 
with a woman are very different from what Ihcy would be in the case 
of a cow. It is precisely this difference which the Indian law requires 
that she should be able to understand, and understanding it, still to 
consent. 

So as regards assaults, both by English law and under the Oode 
($. 350) the absence of consent is an essential ingredient ia the offence*. 
But the English jurist treats consent as a simple fact, and therefore 
bolds that t£e consent even of a child under ten years* of age to what 
would otherwise be aU indecent assault, prevents the act being indicta- 
ble. (Reg. v. Johnson* 34 LJ. MC. 102. Reg. v. Beale 1 LR. CC. 10.) 
But by the Code, the Consent of a parson who is under twelve years 
of age is immaterial. Therefore, where the act, if done without con- 
sent, would be an offence, the fact that such a consent was givgn by a 
child under twelve years of Age would be no justification, unless the 
contrary appears from the context. The contrary does appear from the 
context in cases of rape, where the age of consent is reduced from twelve 
years of age, to ten years. 


91. The exceptions in Sections 87, 88, and 89 do 
not extend to acts which are offences 
Acts which are independently of any harm which 

d«nti7ofha"mcau7 they may cause, or be intended to 
«d to the person cause, or be known to be likely to 
■within tt£ excep- cause, to the person giving the con- 
# 7 * 88 i «l^ OM seTlfc ; or 0X1 whose behalf the consent 
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Illustration. 

Causing miscarriage (unless oaused in good faith for the purpose of 
saving the life of the woman) is an offence independently of any harm 
which it may cause or be intended to cause to the woman. Therefore, 
it is not an offence by reason of such barm ;*and the consent of the 
woman or of her guardian to the causing of such miscarriage docs not 
justify the act. 

92. Nothing is an offence by reason of any harm 
which it may cause to a person for 
faithfortb^ D bene- whose benefit it is done in good faith, 
at of f. person even without that person’s consent, if 
without COD9aKt the circumstances are such that it is 


impossible for that person to signify consent, or if 
„ . that person is incapable of giving con- 

Provisoes. sen t, and has no guardian or other 

person in lawful charge of him from whom it is pos- 
sible to obtain consent in time for the tiling to be 
done with benefit. Provided — 


First . — That this exception shall not extend to the 
intentional causing of death, or the attempting to 
cause death ; 


Secondly . — That this exception shall not extend to 
the doing of anything which the person doing it 
knows to be likely to cause death, for any purpose 
other than the preventing of death or grievous hurt, 
or the curing of any grievous disease or infirmity ; 

Thirdly. — That this exception shall not extend to 
the voluntary causing of hurt, or to the attempting 
to 4 cause hurt, for any purpose other thjm the pre- 
venting of death or hurt ; 

FaurtMf. this exception shall not extend to 
the abetment of any offence, in the committing, of 
which offence it would not extend. 


Illustrations* 


(a) 2 is thrown from bis horse, and is insensible. A, a surgeon* 
finds that 2 requires to be trepanned. A, not intending Z’s death, but 
in good faith, for Z’s benofit, performs the trepan before 2, recovers his 
power of judging for hunaelf. A. has committed no offence. 

(J) 2Lxs carried off by a tiger. A. fires at the tiger knowing it to be 
likely that the shot may kill 2, but not intending to kill Z, and in good 
faith ^tending Z/s benefit; A’s ball gives 2. a mortal wound* A?haa 
commifeted’no offence. 
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{c) A, a surgeon, sees a child suffer an accident which is likely to 
prove fatal unless, an operation be immediately performed. There is 
not time to apply to the child's guardian. A. performs the operation 
in spite of the entreaties of the child, intending, m good faith, the 
child's benefit, A has committed no offence 

(cZ) A is in a house which is on fire, with Z, a child People below 
hold out a blauket. A drops the child from the house-top, knowing it 
to be likely that the fall may kill the child, but not inteuding to kill 
the child, and intending, m good faith, the child’s benefit Here, even 
if the child is killed by the fall, A has committed no offence. 

Explanation . — Mere pecuniary benefit is not bene- 
fit within the meaning of Sections 88, 89, and 92. 

93. No communication made in 
mwie'in'oodfai* good faith is an offence by reason of 
m em * any harm to the person to whom it is 

made, if it is made for the benefit of that person. 

Illustration • 

A, a surgeon, in good faith, communicates to a patient his opinion 
lhat’he cannot live. The patient dies m consequence of the shock. A 
has committed no offence, though he knew it to be likely that the com- 
munication might cause the patient's death. 

Sections 587—93 apply to cases m which an act likely to result in 
dangerous consequences is done to a person with his permission or foe 
his benefit. These exceptions are as follows 

h Acts not intended, or known to be likely to cause death, or 
grievous hurt, are not offences, when done to a person above eighteen, 
who has consented to suffer, or run the risk of the harm. (s. 87*) ' 

The phrase u grievous hurt, is defined in s. 3 SO, Of course every 
man is assumed to eonteSopIate that harm which is the probable result 
of the weapon he uses ; therefore if two persons were to fence with 
naked swords, though in the most friendly spirit, and one were to kill 
the other, this would be culpable homicide. (1 East P C. 268. Poster. 
260.) It is to be observed that this exception only applies wlxre the 
person suffering the harm is above eighteen, and therefore a boxing 
match between two school-boys would be criminal. But it would not 
be criminal for a parent or master to inflict moderate punishment upon 
a child or apprentice, for this is in itself a lawful act, and comes under 
the exception in s. 79. (Arch. 568.) Nor is any act, whether wither 
without consent, an offence, if the harm is of a very slight character, 
(a. 99.) 

The harm done must not be different in kind or degree from what 
the person has agreed to run the risk of. Therefore, if two men were 
to begin boxing with gloves, one would not be justified in throwing 
aside the gloves, and striking . with his fiat. Similarly, either of the 
players in a fencing match would be bound to discontinue the moment 
the button fell off his foil On the same principle all the recognised 
rules of the contest must be observed, for they enter into the estimate 
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of the risk, Where two men are sparring, every blow must be fair. 
And so it is laid down in Bast, (1. E. P. C. 269,) 

“That in cases oE friendly contests with weapons, which though^ not of a 
deadly nature, may yet breed danger, there should be due warning given 
that each party may start upon equal terms. For if two were engaged to 
play at cudgels, and the one made a blow at the other, likely to hurt, before 
he was upon his guard, .and without warning, and death ensued, the want of 
due and friendly warning would make such act amount to manslaughter, but 
not tn murder, because the intent was not malicious. 

It may be questioned whether a pnze fight between two adults, 
fairly conducted according to English rules, would be protected under 
this section. Notwithstanding the apparent ferocity of the contest, it 
may well be argued, that it is not on the whole likely to cause death 
or grievous hurt ; certainly the annals of boxing are in favour of such 
a position, where the combatants are at all matched. On the other 
hfpid there is no doubt that the law of England, which countenances 
such sports as fencing, wrestling, and cudgel-playing, always treated 
prize-fighting as absolutely illegal, and even extended the criminality 
to every one present, and countenancing the transaction. (1. Hues, 
854 ) To a certain extent the greater danger of prize-fighting may be 
the reason for the difference, but probably the real cause is the publi- 
city with which such contests are attended, and the disorderly crowd 
which they collect. Accordingly in cases where no death ensued, the 
English practice is to indict the offender fnr riot and breach of the 
peace. (Foster. 260. Reg. c. Billingham 3 0 &P. 234- Reg. Br- 
ians. 4 C & P. 537 ) This being so, a prize fight would still be cri* 
minal under s. 91, independently of any injury intended, or accruing 
to the parties engaged* 

2. No act, not intended to cause death, is to be an offence, if it is 
done f->r the benefit of the person suffering it j first, with the consent 
of such person, being qualified to give such consent, and giving it of 
his own free will, and with full knowledge of all the facts, (ss. 88 
90 ) Secondly, in the, case of persons not capable of giving consent, i£ 
the consent of the person lawfully in charge of them is obtained ; 
(s. 89) or thirdly, even without obtaining consent, where under the 
circumstances such consent could not possibly be obtained, (s. 9$,) 

The sections wifi have to be very liberally construed, or they may 
prove most dangerous to medical practitioners, who must take steps, 
often of a most dangerous character, upon the spur of the moment. * 
No act which is intended to cause death will be protected* And 
therefore a man who killed a woman in order to save her from being 
ravished, or who supplied another with poison, in order to enable him 
to escape from death upon the scaffold, would not be within the ex* 
ception. (8ee ss. 305, 306.) But it is no offence to do an act before 
the birth of a child, which prevents its being bom alive, or causes it 
to die after its birth, when the act is done in good faith for the pur* 
pose of, saving the mother’s life. (s. 315,) r 

Mere pecuniary benefit will not be sufficient. (Eacp. s. 92.) I once 
knew a efcrtmge case in which a man who had a life estate in himself 
entailed upon his ohiklrcn, with reversion to himself in fee, wanted to 
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raise a loan upon the security of his estate. He had no children, hut 
us it was possible he might have issue, the security was rejected. 
He hit upon the strange idea of having himself castrated in order to 
make possibility of issue extinct 1 I need hardly say that the proposal 
to effect this singular covenant against encumbiances was not sanction- 
ed by his lawyer The peifomumce of such an operation for such a 
purpose would of couise be illegal uuder this Code ; first, because the 
benefit is not such as is contemplated by the act ; secondly, because 
grievous hurt, such as emasculation is declared to be, can only be done 
for the purpose of preventing death or other grievous hurt, or for cure 
of a disease. (I R, C CR. 12.) And therefore a soldier who 
should aid another in mutilating himselt in older to piocure his dis- 
charge, would also be guilty. 

As to the consent which is necessary, I conceive that every proper 
cousent should always be presumed, where the act is in itself propts 
ami beneficial ; as for instance a surgical operation. And this is in 
accordance with the principle of the law of evidence, that innocence 
will always be presumed, and therefore wheie the act prim d fame 
lawful, but ma^be unlawful by omitting certain precautions, it will be 
assumed that those precautions have been taken, until the contraiy is 
shown. 

M Thus, where the PI aiutiff complained that the defendant who had chartered 
his ship had put ou board mi article highly inflammable and danger- 
ous, without giving notice of its nn.hu e to the master or others iu charge of 
the ship, whereby the vessel was burnt, he was held bound to prove this 
negative averment.’* (1 Tayl. Ev. § fll.) 

Even where no actual consent could possibly have been given, as in 
the case of a patient who had not been informed of the necessity of 
any operation, and who was suddenly given chloroform, I have no 
doubt that the mere fact of his having placed himself under medical 
care, carried with it an implied consent to do every thing necessary 
and proper for a cure. 

The contrary presumption would arise where the act was in itself 
apparently unlawful* Therefore, a person who had killed or wounded 
another in a struggle, and who pleaded that it was the accidental 
result of an amicable contest, entireri mto by mutual cousent, •would 
have to prove his plea, (1 Tayl. l£v. § 96 ) 

A more difficult case, but one which might easily happen, would be 
where the party expressly withheld his consent, thouah the act were 
admitted to be for his benefit, and for the sole purpose of saving bis 
life. Such a case might possibly arise, where a timid patient could 
not nerve him*elf to undergo an operation, however necessary. Such 
a case is not piovided for by this act, and should it arise, the stirgeon, 
if he wished to be absolutely safe against subsequent charge*, would 
be compelled to leave the sufferer to his fate. Of course, if such a 
charge were brought, and a conviction procured, the punishment could 
be no more than nominal. 

Section 93 was intended by the Commissioners to guard against a 
possibility which their ingenuity foresaw, though it is hardly likely ever 
to become a reality. The words of $. 299 are so wide, that a person 
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might commit the offence of culpable homicide by suddenly communi- 
cating disastrous intelligence to a person, whose state of health was 
such that the shock might readily prove fatal. It seemed to the Com- 
missioners that the section ought not to be altered so as to exclude 
Buch an act from the list of offences, because if a person maliciously, 
and tor the purpose of killing or injuring another, impurtecl a shock of 
this species, the act was as muly criminal as if a tangible weapon hud 
keen u&d. This section was therefore introduced to protect the in- 
nocent, without unduly cloaking the guilty. When we remember 
however that the wonis “ go nd faith/’ imply due ca^e and attention, 
and that it is expressly stipulated that the communication shall he 
made for the benefit of the person to whom it is addressed, it may be 
doubted whether the danger, supposing there to be any, is much 
diminished. (See 1st Report 184.fi, § § 24’j — 24D.) 

*The clause raav al=>o be applied in cases which would otherwise come 
under the head of ruminal trespass, (s- 44 ij oi insults, (a. i04,) 

94. Except murder -and offences against the State, 

Act to which a punishable with death, nothing is an 
person is compel- offence which is done by a person 
led by threats. who is compelled to do it by threats, 
which, at the time of doing it, reasonably cause the 
apprehension that instant death to that person will 
otherwise.be the consequence ; provided the person 
doing the act did not of his own accord, or from a 
reasonable apprehension of harm to himself short of 
instant death, place himself in the situation by which 
he became subject to such constraint. 

Explanation 1. — A person who, of his own accord, 
or by reason of a threat of being beaten, joins a gang 
of dacoits, knowing their character, is not entitled!© 
the benefit of this exception, on the ground of his 
haying been compelled by his associates to do any- 
thing that is an offence by law. 

Explanation 2. — A person seized by a gang of 
dacoits, and forced, by threat of instant death, to do 
a thing which is an offence by law ; for example, a 
smith compelled to take his tools, and to force the 
door of a house for the dacoits to enter and plunder 
ity i® entitled to the benefit of this exception. 

This . ^ectfon differs (lightly from the doctrines of English and 
Scotch W; By English War, it would appear that a threat of actual 
death, impemuflfe at the moment, would be an excuse for the commit- 
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tal of any crime except murder. In the last named case, Lord Hale 
lays it down that, 

14 If a man be desperately assaulted, and m pe3il of death, and cannot 
otherwise escape, unless, to satisfy his assailant’s fury, he will kill an innocent 
person then present, the fear and actual foice will not acquit him of that 
crime and punishment, of murder, if he commit the fact , for he ought rather 
to die himself than kill the innocent. (1 Hale 51.) 

But actual present and continuing fear of death has been held as an 
excuse for joining in a riot, for giving supplies to rebels, ami assisting 
them ia minor acts ot ttenson, and even for joining and matching with 
rebels. (1 Russ. 82, 1 Hale 49 — cl, 139.) But in no case will fear 
of injury to house or goods, or apprehension of peisonal violence shoit 
of death, be any excuse whatever ; (1 Russ 17, Reg. v . Tyler. 6. 0 
&P. 620) nor will even threats of death avail the prisoner, where 
time permits him to procure the protection of the law. (1 Hale 5 i.) 

By Scotch hit it is laid down that, * 

“The excuse of compulsion will only avail if the prisoner was in such a 
situation that he could not resist without manifest peril to his life or pro- 
perty. n (Alison Crim. L. G72.) 

Accordingly*the plea of compulsion was held sufficient upon indict- 
ments for high treason and piracy. In all the cases cited by Mr. 
Alison, the fear was a fear of immediate death, and I am inclined to 
think that the proposition as to peril to property being sufficient justi- 
fication for crime is too widely stated. 

Under $,94 the compulsion must be such as is required by English 
law, and in the cases of murder and waging war against the Queen, 
(a. 121) even this plea will be insufficient. 

95 . N othing is an offence by reason that it causes, 
or that it is intended to cause, or that 
.light harm* 08111 *' it is known to be likely to cause, any 
harm, if that harm is so slight that 
no person of ordinary sense and temper would com- 
plain of such harm. 

This is a novel but a useful section. It is plain that the ‘^person 
of ordinary sense and temper” must be taken fiom the class to which 
the actual complainant belongs. Gross language and even personal 
violence may be so common among members of a particular class of the 
community, that such acts may be done by one to another without 
any idea that any just ground for complaint is given. Similar it* a 
different rank of light might necessarily exhibit an intention 'to insult and 
injure The section is valuable as allowing the judge a means of evad- 
ing the strict letter of the law, whenever merely litigious charges are 
brought under sueh Sections as 29*, 296, 499, 503, he. 

The original framers of the Code in their notes (p. 81) say of this 
clause, that it, 

4< Is intended to provide for those cases which, though from the imperfec- 
tions of Unga&ge, they fall within the letter of the penal law, are yet not 
wi$hfo its sprit, and are ail over the world considered by the public* and axe 
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for the moat nait dealt with by the tribunals, a* innoeeut. A* our definition* 
arB framed, it is theft to dip a pen in auothei uiau*a ink, luibchief to crumble 
one of hi$ wafers, *an assault to cover him with a cloud of dust by rid nig 
past him, hurt to incommode him by pressing against him tu gutting tutu a 
iarnaae There are innumerable acts without performing which ntoit cunaot 
live together in society, acts which all men constantly do and autb-r in turn, 
and which it is desirable they should do and suffer in turn, yet wlnuli ditto* 
only in cleoree from ctnnea. That these acta ought not to be treated .w et luu'tt 
is evident, and we think it far better expressly to except thi-m fmm tin* 
penal clauses of the Code than to leave it to the Judges to except them in 
practice.” 

Op the .Right op Private Defence. 


Nothing done in 
private defence is 
an offence, 

Right of private 
defence of the body 
and of property. 


96- Nothing is an offence which 
is done in the exercise of the right of 
private defence. 

97. * Every person has a right, sub- 
ject to the restrictions contained in 
Section 99 to defend — 


First . — His own body and the body of any other 
person, against any offence affecting the human 
body ; 


Secondly . — The property, whether moveable or im- 
moveable, of himself or or any other person, against 
any act which is an offence falling under the defi- 
nition of theft, robbery, mischief, or criminal trespass, 

_ or which is an attemptto commit theft, robbery, mis- 
chief, or criminal trespass. 

98. When an act, which would otherwise be a 
jjj, t of mate cer ^ a ^ n offence, is not that offence by 
aJ&sgwMitta reason of the youth, the want of ma» 
turity of understanding, the unsound- 
ness of mind, dr the intoxication of the 
person doing that act, or by reason of any miscon- 
ception on the part of that person, fevery person has 
the same right of private defence against that Act 
which he would have if the act were that offence. 


Illustrations, 

^a) Z, under the influence of madness, attempts to kill A ; Z Is 
guilty of no offence. But A has the same right of private defence 
which he would have if Z were sane. 

(5) A*$ntera by night a house which he is legally entitled to enter* 
Zin ^ood’ffit&rtaking A for ft house-breaker, attacks A, Here Z, by 
attacking A tmaer this misconception, commits no offence. But A has 
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the same right of private, defence against Z, which he would have if Z 
were not acting under that misconception. 

99. First - — There is no right of private defence 

Acts against a g a i ns t an ac t which does not reason- 
wuich thsre is no ably cause the appehensic-n of death 
defend pnva,te or grievous hurt, if done, or at- 
tempted to be done, b y a p ublic ser- 
vant acting in good faith under colouroFTiis office, 
though that act may not be strictly justifiable by 
law. 

Second. — There is no right of private defence 
against an act which does not reasonably cause thS 
apprehension of death or of grievous hurt, if done, or 
attempted to be done, by the direction of a public 
servant acting in good faith under colour of his office, 
though that direction may not he strictly justifiable 
b} T law. 

Third. — There isno right of private defencein cases 
in which there is time to have recourse to the protec- 
tion of the public authorities. 

Fourth. — The right of private defence in no case 

Extent to which extends to the inflicting of more barm 
th« right may be than it is necessary to inflict for the 
exercised. purpose of defence. 

Explanation 1. — A person is not deprived of the 
right of private defence against an act done, or at- 
tempted to be done, by a public servant, as such, 
unless he knows, or has reason to believe, that the 
person doing the act is such public servant. 

Explanation 2. — A person is not deprived of the 
right of private defence against an act done, of at- 
tempted to be done, by the direction of a public ser- 
vant, unless he knows or has reason to believe, that 
the person doing the act is acting by such direction ; 
or unless such person states the authority under 
which he acts, or, if he has authority in writing, un- 
produces such authority if demanded. 
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100. The right of private defence of the body ex- 
tends, under the restrictions mention- 
ed In the last preceding Section, to 
of the body ex- the voluntary causing of death or ot 
tends to causing any otJler harmto the assailant, if the 

offence which occasions the exercise of the right be 
of any of the descriptions hereinafter enumerated, 
namely — 

First. — Such an assault as may reasonably cause 
the apprehension that death will otherwise be the 
consequence of such assault — 

* Secondly . — Such an assault as may reasonably 
cause the apprehension that grievous hurt will other- 
wise be the consequence of such assault — 

Thirdly. — An assault with the intention of com- 
mitting rape — 

Fourthly. — An assault with the intention of grati- 
fying unnatural lust — 

Fifthly. — An assault with the intention of kidnap- 
ping or abducting — 

Sixthly. — An assault with the intention of wrong- 
fully confining a person, under circumstances which 
may reasonably cause him to apprehend that he will 
be unable to have recourse to the public authorities 
for his release. 

.101. If the offence be not of any of the descrip- 
' ’ . tions enumerated in the last preceia- 

extendBtorawng ,ing .Section, the right of private de- 
tEfn de»th <>UMr ^ ence the body does not extend to 
the voluntary causing of death to the 
assailant, but does extend, under the restrictions men- 
tioned in Section 99, to the voluntary causing to the 
assailant of any harm other than death. 

102. The right of private defence of .the body 
commences as soon as a reasonable 
JSSSSSSS apprehension of danger to the body 
the sight of pri- arises from an attempt or threat to 
wted^awe of the c 0EQ jmh; the offence, though the offence 
' ' ■ may not have been, committed ; and 
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it continues as long as such apprehension of danger 
to the body continues. 

103. The right of private defence of property 

When the right extends, under the restrictions men- 

of private defence tioned in Section 99, to the voluntary 
causing of death or of any other harm 
to the wrong- doer, if the offence, the 
committing of which, or the attempting to commit 
which, occasions the exercise of the right, be an 
offence of any of the descriptions hereinafter enume- 
rated, namely — 

First. — Robbery. 

Secondly. — House-breaking by night. 

Thirdly .— Mischief by fire committed on any build- 
ing, tent, or vessel, which building, tent, or vessel is 
used as a human dwelling, or as a place for the cus- 
tody of property. 

Fourthly . — Theft, mischief, or house-trespass, under 
such circumstances as may reasonably cause apprehen- 
sion that death or grievous hurt will be the conse- 
quence, if such right of private defence is not exer- 
cised. 

104. If the offence, the committing of which, or 

when euohn ht tempting to commit which, occa- 

ex: tends to causing sions the exercise of the right of pri- 
any harm other va te defence, be theft, mischief, or 

than death. , * , , . r* 1 7 

criminal trespass, not ol any ot the 
descriptions enumerated in the last proceding Sec- 
tion, that right does not extend to the voluntary 
causing of death, but does extend, subject to the 
restrictions mentioned in Section 99, to the volun- 
tary causing to the wrong-doer of any harm other 
than death. 

103. First . — The right of private 
JSTSSESS& defence of property commences when 
of the light of a reasonable apprehension of danger 
frf^drteacsof property commences. 
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Second , — The right of private defence of property 
against, theft continues till the offender has effected 
his retreat with the property, or the assistance of the 
public authorities is obtained, or the property has 
been recovered. 

Third . — The right of private defence of property 
against robbery continues as long as the offender 
causes or attempts to cause to any person death or 
hurt or wrongful restraint, or as long as the fear of 
instant death or of instant hurt or of instant personal 
restraint continues, 

' Fourth . — The right of private defence of property 
against criminal trespass or mischief continues as long 
as the offendercontinues in the commission of criminal 
trespass or mischief. 

Fifth . — The right of private defence of property 
against house-breaking by night continues as long as 
the house-trespass which has been begun by such 
house-breaking continues. 

106- If, in the exercise of the right of private 

Right of prwate defence against an assault which rea- 
defence agamst a sonably causes the apprehension of 
when 7 there 888 '" 1 ! death, the defender be so situated: 
risk of harm to an that he cannot effectually exercise 
innocent person. that r ight without risk of harm to an 

innocent person, his right of private defence extends 
t& the running of that risk. 

lllmtraiio 

A. is attacked by a mob who attempts to murder him* He cannot 
effectually exercise his right of private defence without firing on the 
mob, and he cannot fire without risk of harming young children who 
are mingled with the mob. A. commits no offence if by so firing he 
harms any of the children. 

The right of private defence extends to defence against injuries 
either to person or property, whether the injury affect* the person or 
property of him who stands on his defence, or of some one else. (a. 97-) 

, The principle of the right is, that it shall only be exercised when and 
so ‘Mr, as is necessary. 

In a[Wse in Bengal, the servants of an Indigo factory who had a 
right to* Sow land, but Mi been interfered with by the villagers, went 
out in force, armed with deadly weapons, in order to effect their object, 
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and the villagers went out also armed to meet them ; it was held that 
in the affray which followed neither party could plead the right of 
private defence of property, as there was a Police Station near at hand, 
and each party could have applied for the protection of the law- 
(3 E. C. C. Or. 21,) But mere resistance by a party lawfully in 
possession of land to an attempt made by others to expel him by 
force, is lawful. (2 B. A. Or, 16.) 

The right of private defence will seldom be necessary when the act 
is done by a public servant, acting in good faith under colour of his 
office. For in such cases an appeal to superior authority will always 
redress the grievance, if the aot be not strictly Justifiable. But some- 
times the act may be one which would not admit of redress. For 
instance, if an attempt were made to flog or execute the wrong man. 
Here resistance would be admissibh. (s. 99.) 

The expression public sefVant” is defined in a. 21 It will be 
observed however that the exemption does not in terms apply in favor 
of persons who in goo J faith assist a public servant, whether he is or 
is not justified in his conduct. But it is plain that in practice it does 
so apply. Suppose the case of a constable who calls on the by atanders 
to help him in arresting a supposed burglar. Here the c< act done 1 * 
is the attempt to arrest, and resistance to this entile act is forbidden, 
and of course equally forbidden whether the resistance takeB the form 
of knocking down the constable, or the persons whose assistance is 
necessary to him. And explanation 2, s. 99, expressly refers to acta 
done u by direction of a public seivant.” 

Nor does this section of the Act at all apply to the case of private 
persons acting lawfully in discharge of a public duty, or supposing 
themselves to be lawfully so acting. The question however will always 
resolve itself into a further question, whether the act of the private 
person was really lawful or not. For instance, a private person may 
without warrant arrest a man who has actually committed a murder, 
but he may not arrest him upon saspicion, if that suspicion turns out 
to be unfounded. (1 Buss. 799.) If then the act is lawful, it cannot 
be resisted by any species of force ; for the lowest species of force 
must amount to an asaault, and an assault cannot be justified on the 
score of provocation, “ by any thing done in obedience to fhe law. 
(s. 352.) 

Tt may be argued indeed that even where a pnvate person does an 
act which he hond fide believes to be justifiable ; as for instance, the 
arrest of an innocent person honestly believed to be a murderer, that 
the right of private defence does not exist. It may be argued that s* 
97 only gives the right of private defence .against qffmce*> and that by 
ss. 76 and 79 acts done by a person who, under a mistake of fact, 
bond die believes himself to be bound or justified by law in doing 
the act are not offences. But it will be observed that in s. 99. the 
word used throughout is act not off erne. The cases put in explana- 
tions 1 and 2, s. 99 are cases of acts which are not offences. It is 
plain also that the person who stands upon his defence cannot judge of 
urn motives, but only of the conduct of his assailant* As he is allowed 
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to resist a public officer, whom he does not know to be such, a fortiori 
must he be allowed to resist one who is not a public officer, and who 
is acting illegally. And even where the private person is acting with 
strict legality, it will, in accordance with the spirit of explanation 2, 
be necessary to show that his resistance was made with full knowledge 
that the person arresting him was acting on behalf of the h\\\ 

Persons lawfully executing legal process should .always commence 
by showing their warrant, if they have any, or if they have none, 
should plainly announce their object and the authority under wbioh 
they act. This is necessary both for their own protection, and in 
justice to those with whom they are dealing. The mere showing by 
a constable of his staff of office is sufficient, as an intimation of hi* 
character. But when a bailiff rushed into a bed-chamber early in the 
morning, without giving the slight intimation of his business, and the 
gentleman^ not knowing him, wounded him with his sword in the 
impulse of the moment, this was held not to be murder, as there waa 
nothing to show the prisoner that the deceased was acting bv authority 
of law. (Arch. 555.) 

The offences for which a Police Officer may arrest Without warrant 
are stated in column 3 of the Schedule annexed to the Cr. P* 0. He 
ipay also arrest without warrant. 

“ Second## r— Any person against whom a reasonable complaint has been* 
tnatle or a reasonable suspicion exists of his having been aonoerned in any 
such offenoe. 


" Thirdly .— Any person against whom a hue and ory has been raised of hi* 
naving been concerned in any such offender,” 

* Four tidy . — Anyjperson who is a proclaimed offender 
“ Fifthly .— Any person who is found with stolen property in his possession.” 

cuMon1ftslS^~C.^ S Afo.r trUOt “ P ° li0a ° ffi ° er WMla “ thB 

Similar powers of arrest are green to officers in charge of Polios 
Stations in regard to vagabonds and criminal characters. (Cr. P. C. 

* 8nd to -fT. Pol, £ e offioers m regard to persons who are design- 
“*£ to commit the offences specified in Sohedula 8, if they 
othwwiw be prevented. (Cr. P. C. s. 101) 

hi.^frT^h 615011 ** kfw^-aswat » Magistrate ®r PoKca o&nr imautifag 
his aid in the prevention of s breach <rf^Tpesk.or in themmnMima?* 

Polio. 1 W 1*^? of any other meson whom swih'hUgisfctiw at 
folice officer is authorised to aorest.” (Cr. UP. g, *2.) 

? Ia f istra, i e ma y also at any time direct the arrest in. his nresenceof. 
s. 31 J W n ° r w ^ 008 arr8B * be is competent bo issue a warrant!.* (Or* & Ol 

oaf warrent iS a nd id nJ n h, th6 ° r ‘ * °‘ ° f arre&t * a P*«* with- 
out warrant, and of his own mere prompting. Probably because »i 

l n0t °° m !i wi ‘ bia , the o^inary rules of criminal procedure 

ri'UfwhJh * IU> do ^ . of th . e P ower of any private person to a£ 
^W^ho has committed, or is about to commit one of these aS 

w £*f. knwn to , tbe ®ngl«t law a» felonies. (1 Boss. 
® **i* eMl y stated in the illustration to #. 7a 
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The right of voluntarily causing death in self-defence is only granted 
in the oases named in Sections 100 and 103, A death is said to be 
voluntarily caused, when it is actually intended, or when such means 
are used as would necessarily or naturally produce death. See s. 39, 
p. 25.) It would be no justification for a man who shot another 
through the head, or ran him through the body, to say that he did not 
intend to cause his death. And so, where a paik*keeper, having 
foufid a boy stealing wood, tied him to a horse’s tail, and dragged him 
along the park, and the boy died of the injuries he received, this was 
held to be murder. Arch. 544. 

Where the defence is that the party was about to commit suoh 
a crime as would justify his death, this must be proved ; not indeed so 
as to establish the fact conclusively, but so as to prove that the party 
had such grounds for supposing violence was intended, as would 
warrant a rational man in so acting. Where the prisoner was in pos- 
session of a room at a tavern, and several persons insisted on having 
it, and turning him out, which he refused to submit to, whereupon 
they drew their swords upon him and his companions, and he then drew 
his sword, and killed one of them; this was held to be justifiable 
homicide ; not that he would have been authorized to act so, in main- 
taining bis possession of the room, which. under those circumstances 
might fairly be questioned * — but because the facts rendered it ap- 
parently necessary in self- defence. (1 Russ. 897.) Where, however, 
a servant set to watch in his master’s garden at night, shot a person' 
whom be saw going into the hen-roost, it was decided that he was not 
justified in so doing, unless he had fair grounds to believe his own life 
to be in actual danger. (Arch. 547.) 

Even in cases where the nature of the crime which is uommrttefd or 
contempt* ted would justify the voluntary infliction of death, efceh an 
act would he unlawful if the crime could be prevented by milder means, 
(s. 99. d. t) 

Accordingly, in Bengal, the slaying of a robber after he had been 
taken into safe custody was held to be wilful murder. (1 M. Dig. 
182, § 577.) And so, in Bombay. 

u The prisoner killed with a sword a thief he found at night stewing his 
chillies* in a field. Held by the fl. F. U. that thw was not a case of justi- 
fiable homicide, but of culpable homicide ; it being proved that the pri* 
Sonet’s own life was not in danger, that the deceased offered no resistance 
and did not even attempt to escape, and that the prisoner might haveap* 
prebended the deceased without resorting to extreme means, which theoar- 
cumstances of the case did not warrant.” (3. M. Dig. 119. § 109.) 

And so, where a person finding a man in the act of committing 
house-breaking by night, called for a weapon and killed him, and it 
appeared that the house-breaker was at the time trying to*escape, but 

J notably would have been unable to escape, and that the prisoner called 
or the weapon for the express purpose of killing him, the High Court 
of Bengal ruled that the act was murder* (1 B. C. CL CB. 68.) 

The right of defence begins when a reasonable apprehension of dan- 
ger commences ; (ss. 102, 105) that is, when there is a reasonable ap* 
prehension of such danger as would justify the particular species ©5 
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retaliation employed. A man who ia attacked by another who wears 
a sword, is not justified in killing him on the chance that lie may use 
the weapon, but if he sees him about to draw it, it is not necessary to 
wait till he does draw it. So, a man who bears a burglar busy open- 
ing the lock of the house door, may fire at him before he gets in- 
But he would not be justified in firing at a man whom he saw prowling 
about liis compound at night, unless he had reasonable ground to sup- 
pose that party was about to force his way into the house. 

The right of defence ends with the necessity for it- Where the in* 
jury is to the person, the right ceases with the apprehension of danger ; 
(s. 102) that is, as said before, with the apprehension of such danger 
as would justify the particular form of violence employed in self- 
defence. Where a man is attacked by another with a sword, he is as 
we have seen, justified in killing him. But if the sword is broken, 
o? the assailant is disarmed, so that all apprehension of serious harm 
is over, the party attacked would be committing murder or culpable 
homicide at the least, if he were still to proceed tothe death of his 
opponent. But a man who is assaulted is not bound to modulate his 
defence, step by step, according to the attack, before *here is reason 
to believe the attack is over. He is entitled to secuie his victory, ai 
lbug as the contest is continued. tl He is not obliged to retreat, but 
may pursue his adversary till he finds himself out of danger j and if 
in a conflict between them, he happens to kill, such killing is justift* 
able.” (1 Russ. 895. ) And of course, where the assault has once 
assumed a dangerous form, every allowance should be made for one, 
who, with the instinct of self-preservation strung upon him, pursues his 
defence a little farther than to a perfectly cool bystander would seem 
absolutely necessary. The question in Buch cases will be, not whether 
there was an actually continuing danger, but whether there was a 
reasonable apprehension of such danger. 

The right of defence against injuries to property is governed by the 
same principle, viz., the continuance of an injury which may be pro* 
vetoed* (s. 105.) Therefore resistance, within the justifiable limits, 
may be continued so long as the wrongful act is going on* But 
when the robber, for instance, has inane bis escape, the principle 
of self-defence would riot extend to killing him if met with on 
a subsequent' day. If however the property weds found in his 
possession, the right of defence would revive fbt the the purpose of 
its recovery* It by no means follows however that the right would 
revive to the same extent as it formerly existed, at the oom* 
mission of the original offence. For instance, if a house-bmaicdr is 
found carrying away property at night, he may be killed- But if he 
is met with next day in possession of the same property, it would be 
unlawful, to kill him, as the house-breaking has come to an end. Only 
swash violence is lawful as would be justifiable against a person who 
h«%ah>len property without intimidation, and if he resists by meant 
wfi^icreate no apprehension of death or grievous hurt, he cannot 
be kilted^hy virtue of anything contained in these sections. This it 
the groun& of the distinction drawn in explanations 2 and 3 be* 
tween theffcan$ robbery. In the former case the right of defence ap- 
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pears to last longer than it does in the latter. What is meant is, that 
the right of defence against robbery, at suck , only lasts aa long as the 
robbery* While the fear of death, hurt, or wrongful restraint, which 
causes theft to grow into robbery, (s. 309) continues, the offender 
may be killed* But when he takes to his heels with the booty, the 
robbery is over, and the right of defence is reduced to what would 
have been admissible against a piek-poeket. This seems, as a mere 
matter of public policy, to he a grave error, and is certainly opposed 
to English law which would allow a man to fire upon a highwayman 
while he was galloping away, A similar remark applies to expla- 
nation 5. The right of defence against house-breaking as such, only 
lasts so Jong as the house-trespass continues, that is, (s. 442) so long 
as the criminal is within the building. It would appear that if he 
died of a shot fired at him after he had effected his escape from the 
house, this would be an unlawful killing, though if he did not die, Ijjit 
was maimed for life, it wonld be all right, (a. 1 04.) 

The right of private defence of property against theft is stated only 
to continue u till the assistance of the public authorities is obtained.” 
But of courae.the victim of the theft will still be allowed to lend bis 
aid in support of the public authorises should they require it. 

Death caused by the exercise of the right of private defence of pro- 
perty or person, in good faith, hut to an extent not warranted by the 
law, is not murder, but culpable homicide, (s. 300, Exception 22 
2 R. C. C. CR. 40.) 

It will be observed that the above sections refer to the right of pri- 
vate defence only, not to another right which frequently arises on the 
commission of crime, viz, the right to arrest. This rests upon a com- 
pletely different ground, viz., upon considerations of public policy, 

Resistance to a legal arrest will always justify the death of the party 
resisting, where the authority of the law can be maintained in so other 
way. 

<c So that in all cases, whether civil or criminal, where persons having 
authority to arrest or imprison, and using the proper means for that pur- 
pose, are resisted in bo doing, they may repel force by force, and need not 
give back { and if the party making resistance is unavoidably killed iu the 
struggle, this homicide is justifiable” (1 Russ. 893) • 

In such cases the party trying to effect the arrest, is not required 
to stand on his defence. He is bound to advance and perform his 
duty, at all hazard to himself, and therefore is entitled to protect him- 
self so far as may be necessary. 

u If a person against whom a warrant of arrest is issued, shall forcibly re- 
sist the endeavour to arrest him, it shall be lawful for the Police officer or 
other person executing the warrant to uSe all such means as may be neces- 
sary to effect the arrest.” (Cr, P. C. s. 92.) 

Where a prisoner has escaped, the Police officer, or other person 
making fresh pursuit, is authorized to adopt the same measures as lie 
might have adopted on the original taking. (Cr. P. C, s. 113.) 

H But in judging of the degree of resistance which shall justify the as- 
sumption of deadly weapons, the rule is, that none is sufficient which does 
not give the officer reason to believe that his life shall come to be iu hazard 

11 
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if ha shall persist in the execution of his warrant. The fear of a wrestling 
bout, or even of a beating or bruising, is not a relevant defence, nor indeed 
any thing short of a preparation of a deadly weapon against the officer, or 
of such an overpowering force as plainly indicates that, but with the peril 
of his life, he cannot advance and discharge his duty. But on tho other 
hand, it is* equally dear, that if the officer shall hastily, and without any 
sufficient cause, make use of deadly weapons to enforce his warrant, and 
death shall ensue, this crime will nab be construed any thiog less than mur- 
der- (Under the Code it would be only culpable homicide, a. 300. l£xccp 
tion 3.) This will be more especially be the case, if there ho any appearance 
of premeditation or malice on the officer’s part, or reason to behevo that 
he has made use of his office, and hie commission, to give a colour to, and 
obtain impunity for private vengeance.” (Alison Cvim. L. 29.) 

And the same necessary violence, which may be employed by an 
officer in making an arrest will be justifiable on the part of gaolers, 
or others, resisting a forcible attempt to escape from ihek custody. 
<j(Arch. 356.) 

Precisely the same proteetion is extended to private persons, aiding 
public officers, or effecting an arrest, of their own accord, under cir- 
cumstances which justify them in so doing. 

In order to justify an officer or private person in thesd cases, it ia ne- 
cessary that they should, at the time, be in the act of legally executing a 
duty imposed upon them by law, and under such circumstances, that if the 
officer or private person were killed, it would have been murder. For if tho 
circumstances of the case were such, that it would have been manslaughter 
only to kill the officer or private person, it will be manslaughter at least in 
the officer or private person to kill the party resisting.” (Arch. 556.) 

Nothing is said in the Cr. P. 0. as to the degree of violence which 
may be used for the purpose of effecting an arrest, where the party 
instead of resisting merely flies to avoid arrest. Under English law, 

u If the offence with which the man was charged were a treason or felony* 
ora dangerous wound given, and he flies, and cannot otherwise be apple- 
bended, the homicide u justifiable ; (See 4 K.J. AP. 16S,) but if charged 
with a breach of the peace, or other misdemeanour only, or if the arrest 
were intended in a civil suit, the killing m these cases will be murder ; unless, 
indeed, the homicide were occasioned by means not likely or intended to 
kill* such as tripping up his heels, giving him a blow of an ordinary cudgel* 
or other weapon not likely to kill, or the like ; in which case the homicide, 
at most* would be manslaughter only.” l ( Arch. 556.) 

<9 

The Scotch law is even stricter upon this point, and only justifies 
the killing of a runaway criminal in oases where the charge against 
him is a capital offence* As Mr. Alison observes, (Grim. L. 37.) 

u Certainly nothing can be found in the consideration of public Interest or 
state necessity, urged on the other side, in such a case, to counterbalance 
the consideration that the officer has here taken upon himself to kill a 
person suspected of an offence, for which, if convicted* the law would have 
inflicted a milder punishment. But this Is to be observed, an the other side, 
that in the case of an atrocious assault bordering on death, or with deadly 
weapons, and where the future consequences of the wound are uncertain, 
the officers or their assailants are clothed with neatly the same privilege as 
if death had actually ensued.” 

In India where the ultimate escape of a known criminal is next to 
impossible, the rule of Scoteh law seems to me the safer rule to 
follow. 
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CHAPTER V.’ 

OF ABETMENT. 

Abetment of » 107. A person abets the doing of 

th, "8 - a thing, who — 

First . — Instigates any person to do that thing ; or, 

Secondly. — Engages with one or more other per- 
son or persons in any conspiracy for the doing of 
* that thing, if an act or illegal omission takes place in 
pursuance of that conspiracy, and in order to the 
doing of that thing ; or. 

Thirdly. — Intentionally aids, by any act or illegal’ 
omission, the doing of that thing. 

Where grievous hurt was caused, and the evidence went to show that 
the attack was unpremeditated, it was held that certain prisoners who 
stood* by while- the assault was being committed by others, were guil- 
ty of “ intentional aiding” under this clause, but were not punishable 
under s. 114 (4 R. C. C. CR. 27.) But see the note to s. 114. post. 

Explanation 1. — A person who, by wilful mis- 
representation, or by wilful concealment of a material 
fact which he is bound to disclose, voluntarily causes 
or procures, or attempts to cause or procure, a thing 
to be done, is said to instigate the doing of that thing. 

Illustrations. 

4, a public officer, is authorized by a warrant from a Court of Justice 
to apprehend Z„ B, knowing that fact, and also that 0 is not 2, wilfully 
represents to A that C is Z, and thereby intentionally causes A to ap- 
prehend C, Here B abets by instigation the apprehension of C. 

Explanation 2. — Whoever, either prior to or at 
the time of the commission of an act, does any thing 
in order to facilitate the commission of that act, and 
thereby facilitates the commission thereof, is said to 
aid the doing of that act. 

108. A person abets an offence who abets either 

Abettor the commission of an offence, or the 
commission of an act, which would be 
an offence, if committed by a person capable by lav 
of committing an offence with the same intention or 
knowledge as that of the abettor. 

Explanation 1. — The abetment of the illegal omis- 
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sion of an act may amount to an offence, although 
the abettor may not himself be bound to do that act. 

Explanation 2. — To constitute the offence of abet- 
ment, it is not necessary that the act abetted should 
be committed, or that the effect requisite to consti- 
tute the olfence should be caused. 

Illustrations* 

(a) A instigates B- to murder C. B refuses to do so, A is guilty of 
abetting B to commit murder, 

(b) A instigates B to murder D. B in pursuance of the instigation 
D. D rccoveis from the wound, A is guilty of instigating B to 

commit murder. 

A 

Explanation 3. — It is not necessary that the per- 
son abetted should be capable by law of committing 
an offence, or that he should have the same guilty 
intention or knowledge as that of the abettor, or any 
guilty intention or knowledge. 

Illustrations. 

(a) A, with a guilty intention, abets a child or a lunatic to commit 
an act which would be an offence if committed by a person capable by 
law of committing an offence, and having the same intention as A, 
Here A, whether the act be committed or not, is guilty of abetting an 
offence. 

(&) A, with the intention of murdering Z, instigates B, a child under 
seven years of age, to do an act which causes Z’s. death. B, inconse- 
quence of the abetment, does the act, and thereby causes Z's death. 
Here, though B was not capable by law of committing an offence, A i» 
liable to be punished in the same manner as if B had been capable by 
law of committing an offence, and had committed murder, and he in 
therefore subject to the punishment of death. 

(g) A instigates B to set fire to a dwelling-house, B, in consequence 
of the bnsoundness of his mind, being incapable of knowing the nature 
of the act, or that he is doing whit is wrong or contrary to law, sets fire 
to the house in consequence of A J s instigation. B has committed no 
offence, but A is guilby of abetting the offence of setting fire to a dwell- 
ing-house, and is liable to the punishment provided for that offence • 

(d ) A, intending to cause a theft to be committed, instigates B to 
take property belonging to Z out' of Z’s possession. A induces B to 
believe that the property belongs to A. B takes the property out of 
Z’s possession, in good faith believing it to be A’s property* B, acting 
under this misconception does not take dishonestly, and therefore does 
not commit theft. But A is guilty of abetting theft, and is liable to 
the same punishment as if B had committed theft. 

Explanation 4. — The abetment of an offence being 
an offence, the abetment of such an abetment is also 
an offence. 
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Illustration. 

A instigates B to instigate C to minder Z B accordingly instigates 
0 to murder 2, and C commits that offence in consequence of B’s insti- 
gation. B is liable to be punished for his offence with the punishment 
for murder; aud as A instigated B to commit the offence, A is also 
liable to lhe same punishment. 

Explanation 5 . — It is not necessary to the com- 
mission of the offence abetment by conspiracy, that 
the abettor should concert the offence with the per- 
son who commits it. It is sufficient if he engage in 
the conspiracy in pursuance of which the offence is 
committed. 

Illustration* 

A concerts 'with B a plan for poisoning Z. It is agreed that A shall 
adnnuister the poison. B then ex plains the plan to C, mentioning that 
a third person is to administer the poison, but without mentioning A’s 
name. C- agrees to procure the poison, aud procures and delivers it to 
B for the purpose of its being used in the manner explained, A ad- 
ministers the poison ; Z dies m consequence. Here, though A and 0 
have not conspired together, yet C has been engaged iu the conspiracy 
m pursuance of which Z has been murdered. C has therefore commit- 
ted the offence defined in this section, aud is liable to the punishment 
for murder. 

109. Whoever abets any offence shall, if the act 
abetted is committed in consequence of 
■tataSuthlaM the abetment, and no express provi- 
abetted » own- sion is made by this Code for the 
quence, and where punishment of such abetment, be pun- 
no express pro- ished with the punishment provided 

tSSa£* r ' for the offence. 

The offence of abetment can only he committed iu respect of offences 
under the Penal Code. Not of offences punishable under a special or 
local law^ (3 It. C. C. CB. 31. 33.) Nor of offences punishable under 
the English law* This defect is not cured by Act IV of 1867, Pos- 
sibly a person who instigated another to commit an offence against the 
Hallway Act or to commit a murder on the High Sea, might be suc- 
cessfully indicated as an accessary before the fact. 

Except that the mistake has actually been made, (see 5 B. J. and 
p, 215*) I should have thought it unnecessary to point out that a 
person who has been convicted of an offence, as principal, cannot also 
be punished for abetting it. 

Explanation . — An act or offence is said to be com- 
mitted in consequence of abetment, when it is com- 
mitted in consequence of instigation, ox in pursuance 
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of the conspiracy, or with the aid which constitutes 
the abetment. 

Illustrations 

fa) A offers a bnbe to B, a public servant, as a reward for showing 
A some favour in the exercise of B’s official functions. B accepts the 
bribe. A has abetted the offence defined in section 161. 

(6) A instigates B to give false evidence. B, in consequence of the 
instigation, commits that offence. A is guilty of abetting that offence, 
and is liable to the same punishment as B. 

[c) A and B conspire to poison Z. A, m pursuance of the couapr 
racy, procures the poison and delivers it to B in order that be may 
administer it to Z. B, in pursuance of the conspiracy, administers the 
poison to Z in A’s absence and thereby causes Z*s death. Here 8 is 
gtilty of murder. A is guilty of abetting that offence by conspiracy, 
and is liable to the punishment for murder. 

110. Whoever abets the commission of an offence 

shall, if the person abetted does the 

Punishment ot . ac t -with a different intention or know- 
son abetted does the ledge from that oi the abettor, be 
act with a different punished with the punishment pro- 
of the abettor. videdfor the offencewmch wouldhltve 
been committed if the act had been 
done with the intention or knowledge of the abettor, 
and with no other. 

111. When an act is abetted and a different act 

Liability of abet- is done, the abettor is liable for the 

tor when one act is act done in the same manner and to 

wtcTk done' the same extent as # be had directly 
abetted it ; provided the act done was 

Previeo. a P r °table consequence of the abet- 
ment, and was committed under the 
influence of the instigation, or with the aid or in 
pursuance of the conspiracy which constituted the 
abetment. 


Illustrations. 

( a) A instigates a child to put poison into the food ofZ, and gives 
him poison for that purpose. The child in consequence of the insti- 
gation, by mistake puts the poison into the food of Y, which is by the 
mae of that of Z. 'Here, if the chid was acting under the influence of 
As instigation, and the act done was under the circumstances a proba- 
ble consequence of the abetment, A is liable in the earns manner, and 
to (he saw extent, as if hrfcad instigated the child to put the poison 
into the food of Y % 
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(b) A instigates B to burn Z’s house. B sets fire to the house, and 
at the same time commits theft of property there. A, though guilty 
of abetting the burning of the house is not guilty of abetting the theft ; 
for the theft was a distinct act, and not a probable consequence of the 
burning. 

(c) A instigates B and C to break into an inhabited house at mid- 
night for the purpose of robbery, and provides them with arms for that 
purpose. B and C break into the house, and being resisted by Z, one 
of the inmates, murder Z. Here, if that murder was the probable con- 
sequence of the abetment, A is liable to the punishment provided for 
murder. 

See note tos. 34, ante p. 22. 

112. If the act for which, the abettor is liable 

a bettor when lia- under the last preceding Section is 
able to cumulative committed in addition to the act abet- 
abettadand for act ted, and constitutes a distinct offence, 
done - . the abettor is liable to punishmentfor 
each of the offences. 


Illustration • 

A instigates B to resist by force a distress made hy a public servant. 
B, in consequence, resists that distress. In offering the resistance, B 
voluntarily causes grievous hurt to the officer executing the distress. 
As B has committed both the offence of resisting the distress, and the 
offence of voluntauly causing grievous hurt, B is liable to punishment 
for both these offences ; and if A knew that B was likely voluntarily 
to cause grievous hurt in resisting the distress, A will also be liable to 
punishment for each of the offences. 


113. When an act is abetted with the intention 
on the part of the abettor of causing 
a particular effect, and an act for 
which the abettor is liable in conse- 
quence of the abetment causes & dif- 
ferent effect from that intended by the 
abettor, the abettor is liable for the effect caused, in 
the same manner and to the same extent as if he 
had abetted the lact with the intention of causing 
that effect, provided he knew that the act abetted 
was likely to cause that effect. 


Liability of abet- 
tor for S D. effect 
caused by the act 
abetted different 
from that intended 
hy the abettor. 


Illustration . 


A instigates B to cause grievous hurt to Z. B, in consequence of the 
instigation, causes grievous hurt to Z. Z dies 'in consequence. Here, 
if A knew that the grievous hurt abetted was likely to cause death, A 
is liable to be punished with the punishment provided for murder. 
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114 . Whenever any person who, if absent, would 

. , * ' be liable to be punished as an abettor, 

when* offeoca is is present when the act or offence for 
committed. which he would be punishable in con- 
sequence of the abetment is committed, he shall bo 
deemed to have committed such act or offence. 

In order that a person should be liable as an abettor, when absent, 
it must be shown that he had aided, instigated, or conspired towards 
the crime actually perpetrated, (s. 107.) Therefore where grievous 
hurt was committed by some prisoners, while others merely stood by, 
and the evidence showed that the attack was unpremeditated, it was held 
that those who stood by migbt be punished as abettors, for aiding in 
the act under s. 107, c. 3, but could not be punished as principals 
under s. 114. For it they had been absent they could not have been 
punished at all. (4 K. G.C. (JR. 27 . ) But qiuere, for if the prisoners 
were really aiding, then the act would have been the act of aT. under s. 34, 
{ante p. 22 .) and each would be liable as if he had comfiaitted it himself. 

115, Whoever abets the commission of an offence 

punishable with death or transporta- 
Abetment of m ^ion f or life shall, if that offence be 
with death or not committed in consequence ot the 
£“Xthf'Xnce abetment, and no express provision is 
be hot committed made by this Code for the punishment 
thj 5 abetment. 0 °* such abetment, be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
h an act which a l s0 be a liable to fine ; and if any act 
causes ham be for which the abettor is liable in con- 
quen(» m 0 f°° the sequence of the abetment, and which 
abetment, causes hurt to any person, is done, the 

abettor shall be liable to imprisonment of either des- 
cription for a term which may extend to fourteen 
years, and shall also be liable to fine. 


Illustration* 

A instigates B to murder Z. The oftence is not committed. If B 
had murdered Z, he would have been subject to the punishment of 
death or transportation for life. Therefore A is liable to imprisonment 
for a term which may extend to seven years, and also to a fine ; and if 
auy hurt be done to Z in consequence of the abetment} he will be liable 
to imprisonment for a term which m&y extend to fourteen years, and 
to fine. 
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116. Whoever abets an offence punishable with 
Abetment of an imprisonment shall, if that offence be 

TOth* p - nnisllable n °t committed in consequence of the 
ment, abetment, and no express provision is 

mttod*in°con^" mac * e Code for the punishment 

quence of the^a- of such abetment, be punished with 
betment imprisonment of any description pro- 

vided for that offence, for a term which may extend 
to one-fourth part of the longest term provided for 
T , . . that offence, or with such fine as is 

the person abetted provided for that offence, or with 
be a public servant both ; and if the abettor or the person 
prevent the offence! abetted is a public servant, whose 
duty it is to prevent the commission 
of such offence, the abettor shall be punished with 
imprisonment of any description provided for that 
offence, for a term which may extend to one-half of 
the longest term provided for that offence, or with 
such fine as is provided for that offence or with both. 

Illustrations. 

(а) A offers a bribe to B, a public servant, as a reward for showing 
A some favour in the exercise of B’s official functions. B refuses to ac- 
cept the bribe, A is punishable under the Section. 

(б) A instigates B to give false evidence. Here, if B does not give 
false evidence, A has nevertheless committed the offence defined in this 
Section, and is punishable accordingly. 

(e) A, a Police officer, whose duty it is to prevent robbery, abets the 
commission of robbery. Here, though the robbery be not committed, 
A is. liable to one-half of the longest term of imprisonment provided for 
that offence, and also to fine. 

(d) B abets the commission of a robbery by A, a Police officer, 
whose duty is to prevent that offence. Here, though the robbery be 
not committed, B is liable to one-half of the longest term of imprison- 
ment provided for the offence of robbery, and also to fine. 

117. Whoever abets the commission of an offence 
Abetting the by the public generally, or by any 

commission of an number or class of persons exceeding 

offence by tne pub- , ini • • 

lie, op by more ten, shall be punished with, imprison- 
than io persons, ment of either description for a terra 
which may extend to three years, or with fine, or with 
both. 
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Illustration* 

A affixes in a public place a placard, instigating a sect t ohms! mg of 
more than ten members to meet at a certain time and pl.uv fm the 
purpose of attacking the members of an adveise sect, while engaged in 
a procession, A has committed the offence defined in this Section, 

This section does not apply to cases where each of the punnni 
abetted commits a distinct ami separate offence ; e.g* where the pmonm 
induced twelve coolies eacli to break his contract, (5 R. J P. I0A.| 

The English law used to divide criminals into four clashes, aeooi ti- 
ding to the manner in winch they were connected with the act. Tiny 
were either, principals in the first or second degree, or accessaries be 
fore or after the fact. 

r A puneipal in the first degree is defined to be, one who, cither 
actually or constructively, is the immediate perpetrator of the crime, 
(Arch, 4.) 

A principal in the second degree is, one who ia present, aiding ami 
abetting, at the commission of the fact. (Ibid.) * 

An accessary before the fae4 is he who, being absent at the time of 
the felony committed, doth yet procure, counsel, command, or abet 
another to commit a felony. (Arch. 71.) 

An accessaiy after the fact is one, who knowing a felony to have 
been committed by another, receives, relieves, comforts, or assists the. 
felon. (Arch. 10.) 

The case of principals is dealt with by s$. 34 — 38. (ante pp. 22 — 
24) s. 34 makes each responsible for the act of all where the crimi- 
nal act is done by scveial Therefore wheie several join in a gang 
robbery carried on with violence, each will be liable untln s. 391, 
though only one actually did hurt. But the act so ascribed to each mu it 
be the joint act, and not some special offence committed by one of the 
individuals. If several join in house-breaking, and one commits a 
rape in the bouse, this would not be the offence of any but thoie 
who actually aided him. And so where an offence is made up of 
an act? and an intention, those who join in the same act will only 
be liable if they do it wnh the same intention, (ss. 35, 38.) But all 
those who join in any act will be liable for every result, which natur- 
ally flows from such an act. A 9 for instance if a death, not in 
itself contemplated, were to result from a joint beating or a joint 
arson, (s. 39.) 

Under the English law a person who induces an innocent person to 
commit a crime is considered not an abettor, but a principal in the first 
degree. (Arch. 4, Beg v Butcher 28 LJ. MC. 14, Bell. 6.) Under 
the Code, however, he is ranged with abettors, (s. 107, Exp. 3.) 

There ^nothing either in this chapter or chapter II which applies 
to accessaries after the fact. All the sections refer to something done 
prior to or at the time of the commission of the act, not to asriftt anre 
or concealment rendered after the crime is accomplished. Thi* will 
be found in ss. 130, 136, 157, 212, 216, under the head harbouring. 
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A person is said to instigate another to an act, when he actively 
suggests ami stimulates him to the act, by any means or language 
direct or indirect, whether it take the foim of express solicitation or of 
hints, insinuation, or enooui agement (Arch. 8.) But a mere acquies- 
cence or permission does not amount to an instigation. 

** As if A says he will kill J. S. and B says you may do your pleasure for 
me, this makes not B accessary ” (l Hale 6 16 ) 

Where the parties indicted as principal and abettor stand in the 
relation of master and servants, and where the acl3 of the latter 
are not in themselves unlawful, the guilt of each party will de- 
pend upon the knowledge and intention with which such acts were 
done. Where the keeper ot a place of public resort left his pre- 

? ruses in the management of a seivant, and prostitutes were suf- 
fered to meet together and lemain theie, contrary to law, it 
i uled, that if the servant m knowingly suffering the prostitutes to 
meet together and remain, was canymg out the orders of his master, 
the master was guilty as a principal, and the servant as abetting. 
(Wilson v, Stewart 32 LJ. MC- 198.) And so the loading of 
his master’s gfin by a servant might be an innocent or a guilty act, 
according as he thought his master was going to shoot a tiger, 
or to commit a dacoity 

There seems at first to he some contradiction between clause 2 of 
s 107, and ss. lid and 116. The former seems to imply that some 
abetments are only offences if something follows upon them ; the latter 
that an abetment is an independent crime, nrespective of ulterior re- 
sults. I conceive that the legislature contemplated two sorts of abet- 
ment, active and inactive. An active abetment, such as instigation, 
is in itself punishable, though nothing comes of it. But an inactive 
abetment, as where a person consents to take part in a conspiracy 
pressed upon him by others, is only a crime where some overt act is 
done in consequence. 

By English law, it is laid down that, if 

H A commands R to kill C, but before the execution theieof A repents, 
and countermands B, and yet B proceedu m the execution thereof, A is not 
accessary, foi Ins consent continues not, and he gave timely countermand 
to B. Bat if A had repented yet if B had not been actually countermanded 
before the fact committed, A has, been accessary ” (IBale CIS, 2 Hawk 
P. 0. 442. 

The doctrine is contrary to the general principle of English law 
which will not suffer a party who baa once committed a crime to purge 
u by subsequent act#, as for instance, in the case of theft, even by 
restitution. (Arch. 282.) No such exception is hinted at in the 
(Jode, and I conceive the principle would be too dangerous in its ap- 
plication to render its introduction desirable. 

What is meant by the phrase “ illegal omission,” which is mention- 
ed in a. 107. cl 3, as one of the ways by which a person may abet an 
act ? By English law a man does not become an accessary by mere 
non-feasance, as for instance withholding assistance which he had it in 
his power to give ; concealment of an intended crime, of which he has 
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information- (Arch- 8.) I do not imagine that the framers of the 
Code intended to alter this rule. It seems to me that the u omission” 
must be one which has an active effect in bringing about the result; 
that it muBt be one of the chain of facta by which the crime is accom- 
plished, and that it will not be sufficient if it is merely an omission to 
do something which might prevent the crime. For instance, if a ser- 
vant were intentionally to leave a door unlocked, in order to facilitate 
the entrance of a burglar , if a muse were intentionally to refrain from 
giving a sick man his medicine, in order to hasten his death , these 
would be illegal omissions by which the crimes were aided. The mere 
passive assistance afforded by concealment of facts which might be 
disclosed, is rendered punishable by ss. 118, 119 and 176. 

The concealment must tend, and be intended, to bring about or 
facilitate the crime : concealment of an offence after it has taken place 
is not of itself an abetment, (5 R. J & P. 106) though, coupled with 
other facts, it might he evidence of an abetment. 

These remarks apply with still greater force to s. 107, cl. 6, Exp, 1* 
where the “ wilful concealment 55 which amounts to abethng must be of 
a material fact, which the party is bound to disclose, by which some* 
thing is voluntarily caused or procured. The latter words point clearly 
to an active, and not merely a passive pait in the result arrived at. 
For instance, a witness at a trial who voluntarily concealed a material 
fact, in pursuance of a conspiracy to get an innocent man executed, 
(See ss 194, 195,) would be an abettor under this Section. Accord- 
ingly in England the balance of authority seems to be in favour of the 
position, that giving false evidence against an innocent man to piocure 
his execution would be murder. (I Russ. 687, notes g . and //.) In 
Scotland however it is said that such a crime could only be punished 
as perjury or conspiracy. (Alison Crim. L- 73.) The case ia expressly 
provided for in s. 194. 

Three different states of facts may arise after an abetment * First, 
no offence may be committed. In this case the offender is punish- 
able under ss. 115 and 116 for the mere attempt to cause crime. 
Secondly, the very act at which the abetment aims may be committed* 
and wm be punishable under ss. 109 and 110. Lastly, some act 
different, but naturally flowing from the act abetted, may be perpetrated, 
in which case the instigator will fall under the penalties of ss. 1 L MIS, 

S, 113 may lead to dangerous laxity, unless the proper interpreta- 
tion is put upon the concluding proviso. The law assumes that a man 
knows and contemplates the natural result of bis acts, and will not 
permit him to escape the consequence of his acts by merely pleading 
ignorance. Such ignorance can at most amount to recklessness or 
indifference, which is no excuse. Take for instance the illustration 
in the text. If the grievous hurt instigated by A were the maim- 
ing of Z, under the effects of which he died, no Court of Justice 
could allow A to plead ignorance of this probability as rendering bis 
offence less than murder. (Arch. 537- Alison Orim. L. 3.) As 
Lord Justice Clerk laid down the law in one case in Scotland. 
(Alison Crim, L. 4.) 
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w This was an instance of absolute recklessness and niter indifference 
about tbe life of the sufferer } aud the Jaw knows no difference between the 
guilt of such a case, and that of an intention to destroy . 3> 

** Under Act XVIII of 1862, s, 29, abettors may be indicted and punished 
for abetting an offence which has been committed in consequence of the 
abetment, notwithstanding the person who committed the offence shall not 
have been indicted or found guilty, or shall uot be m custody or amenable 
to justice, and every abettor of an offence may be indicted, tried, aud pun* 
ished for the abetment as a substantial offence, and punished by any of Her 
Majesty’s Supreme (now High) Courts of Judicature, which would have 
power to try the abettor if he had committed the offence himself* either in 
the place in which he is guilty of the abetment, or in the place in which any 
act shall have been committed in pursuance of the abetment.” 

See also Cr. P. C. s. 38. 

118. Whoever, intending to facilitate, or knowing 
it to be likely that he will thereby 
facilitate the commission of an offence 
punishable with death or transporta- 
tion for life, voluntarily conceals, by 
any act or illegal omission, the exist- 
ence of a design to commit such offence 
or makes any representation which he 
knows to be false respecting such de- 
sign shall, if that offence he commit- 
ted, be punished with imprisonment of either des- 
cription for a term which may extend to seven years, 
or if the offence be not committed, with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to three years ; and in either case shall also be 
liable to fine. 


Concealing a de- 
sign to commit an 
offence punishable 
with death or 
transportation*for 
life. 

If the offence be 
committed. 

If the offence be 
not committed. 


Illustration « 

A knowing that dacoity is about to be committed at B, falsely informs 
the Magistrate that a dacoity is about to be committed at C, a T^lace in 
an opposite direction, and thereby misleads the Magistrate with intent 
to facilitate the commission of the offence. The dacoity is committed 
at B in pursuance of the design. A is punishable under the Section. 

119. Whoever, being a public servant, intending 
A public servant to facilitate or knowing it to be likely 
concealing a design that he will thereby facilitate the com- 
fencewhichitis his mission of an offence, the commission ot 
duty to prevent, -which it is his duty as such public ser- 
vant to prevent, voluntarily conceals, by any act or 
illegal omission, the existence of a design to commit 
such offence, or makes any representation which he 
knows to be false respecting such design, shall, if the 
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if the offence b« offence be committed be punished with 
committed imprisonment of any description pro 

vided for the offence, for a term which may extend 
to one half of the longest term of such imprisonment, 
or with such fine as is provided for that offence, or 

if the offence he both ; or if the offence be punish* 

punishable with able with death or transportation for 
death, &c. life, with imprisonment of either des- 

cription for a term which may extend to ten years ; 
or, if the offence be not committed, shall be punished 
if the offence he with imprisonment of any description 
not committed. provided for the offence, for a term 
which may extend to one-fourth part of the longest 
term of such imprisonment, or with such fine as is 
provided for the offence, or with both. 

Illustration 


A, an officer of Police, being legally bound to give information of »U 
designs to commit robbery which may come to his knowledge, and 
knowing that B designs to commit robbeiy, omits to givesuch informa- 
tion, with intent to facilitate the commission of that offence* Hare A 
has by au illegal omission concealed the existence of B’s design, and to 
liable to punishment according to the provision of this section, 

120. Whoever intending to facilitate or knowing 
it to be likely that ho will thereby fa 

s « D on to e commit d a e n cilitate the commission of an offence 
offence punishable punishable with imprisonment, volun- 
m*nt, impnson ' tarily conceals, by any act or illegal 
omission, the existence of n design to 
if the offence commit such offence, or makes any ro- 
be committed. presentation which he knows to bo 
false respecting such design, shall, if the offence bo 
committed, be punished with imprisonment of the 
description provided for the offence, for a term which 
may extend to one-fourth and, if the offence be not 
If not committed, committed, to one-eighth of the long- 
est term of such imprisonment, or with 
such fine as is provided for the offence, or with both 

There seems a good deal of confusion in the conception of these 
two sections, and with one exception it seems difficult to see the dif- 
ference between the offence aimed at and that of abetting- The facts 
stated in the illustration to s. 118 clearly amounted to an act by which 
the doing of the dacoity was intentionally aided, find therefore came 
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expressly under the defimtiou given m s. 107. Should the offence he 
punished with 7 years 5 imprisonment under s, 118, or with transpor- 
tation for life under s. 109 13 The real force of the Sections will 
arise m the cases alluded to, (ante p. 91) under s. 107, where 
there is no active aid given, but merely passive concealment. These 
will present no difficulty where theie is a positive mis-statement, as 
for instance where a villager knowing that his neighboui had started 
off on a gang robber) , should give false answers to the Police as to 
the mau*s absence fiom home, the cause of it, the direction he had 
taken, the fact of his being armed or the like. But what will be the 
law, where he simply abstains from giving information which is in his 
^ power p Tins must come under the words i: illegal omission/ 3 Now 
according to Euglish law the mere omission to give infoimation is 
only illegal in the case of treason or felony. This was known fey 
the teim misprision and is defined by Lord Hale (vol. I. 374*) as 
being <c when a person knows of a treason or felony, though no party 
or consenter to it, and doth not reveal it in convenient time ” There 
was no such offence as misprision of a misdemeanour. This distinction 
is not howevef maintained in the present Code, which applies to the con- 
cealment of all offences, except those which are merely punishable 
with fine. See also a. 123, post p, 100. 

It is probable however that the word fk illegal” is intended to draw 
the distinction between cases in which an omission of this nature 
might be lawful, and those in which it might not. If could hardly be 
contended that a party who hears of an intended robbery is bound to 
start off to a disumce m search of the Police, in the heat of the day, or 
the darkness of night, or to the neglect of pressing business* Nor is 
a person bound to hurry off to communicate an intended crime, of 
which he has been informed, but upon evidence which he sees reason 
to doubt. No definite rule can be laid down, but it is clear that in 
all such cases the certainty of the information, the amount of belief 
reposed in it, the emergency of the occasion, and the facility for com- 
municating the design to those who would be able to avert it, must all 
be taken into consideration. The circumstances must almost be such 
as to render the party accused an accomplice in the guilt of th$ princi- 
pal offenders. 

The Code is stricter in its penalties upon public servants, (s. 119) 
who conceal any offence which it is their duty to prevent. In this 
case every omission is illegal, and justly so, because every such 
omission is a direct breach ot the duty which they are paid to perform* 
It must lie observed, however, that this Section only applies in refer- 
ence to offences which it was their duty as such public servants to 
prevent/’ It would be no part of the duty of a revenue officer, or 
judicial subordinate to prevent a riot, nor of a Police Constable to see 
to the accuracy of the village accounts. 

Under s. 138 of the Cr. P, C., it is enacted that it shall be the 
duly of every person who is aware of the commission of any offence 
made punishable under ss. 388, 392 — 399, 402, 435, 436, 449, 
450,456 — 460 of the Indian Penal Code to give information ot the 
same to the nearest Police Officer, whenever he shall have reason to 



WAGING AVAR. 


9 r G 

believe that, if such informaiioo be withheld, the person who com- 
mitted the offence may not be brought to justice, or may have his 
escape facilitated/’ 

This Section, it will be observed, refers to crimes actually per- 
petrated, whereas the sections previously under eonsidei ation relate 
to offences contemplated, but not committed. 


CHAPTER VI. 

OF OFFENCES AGAINST THE STATE. 

Waging or at- 121. Whoever wages war against 
tempting to wage the Queen, or attempts to wage such 
the waging of war war, or abet3 the waging ot such war, 
against tbeQueen. shall be punished with death, or trans- 
portation for life, and shall forfeit all his property. 

Illustrations. 

(a) Aj’oinsan insurrection against the Queen. A has committed 
the offence defined w this Section. 

>* (h) A in India abets an insurrection against the Queen’s Govern- 
ment of Ceylon by sending arms to the insurgents. A is guilty of abet- 
ting the waging of war against the Queen. 

The fiist word'of this Section is general, — whoever wages war, — with 
out any distinction as to British subjects, or otherwise. Upon this the 
Commissioners remark, 2nd Report 1847, § 13. 

“The Statute of treason is not more specific than this chapter of the Code 
in regard to the peisons subject to its provisions It says simply , 4 if a ma« 
do levy war against our lord the king in his realm, as the Code says, 4 whoever 
wags war,’ &c. The laws of a particular nation or country cannot be applied 
to any person, but such as owe allegiance to the Govern meut of the country * 
which allegiance is either perpetual, as in the case of a subject by birth or na- 
turalisation, or temporary, asm ihe case of a foreigner residing in the coun- 
try. They are applicable of course to all such as then owe allegiance to the 
Government, whether as subjects or foreigners, except as exoepted by reser- 
vations'' or limitations. The specification proposed by Hr, Hamilton would 
exclude foreigners resident in the country. Now when foreigners eater the 
country it is supposed that they do so, only upon this last condition* that 
they be subject to the laws.” 

The offence of waging war under s. 121 is the same as that which 
in the English Statute of Treasons— S5 Edw. III. sfc. 5. c. 2, was styled 
levying war. No specified number of persons is necessary to con- 
stitute the offence; three or four will constitute it as fully as a thou- 
sand. (Arch. 628.) Though of course the smallness of the numbers 
would be most important as a matter of evidence, for the purpose of 
negativing any treasonable design. Nor it is necessary to show that 
there was any of the usual pageantry of war, such as military 
weapons, banners or drums, or any regular consultation before 
the rising* (Fost. 208.)^ The possession of arms is indeed spoken 
of as one of the elements in the offence, bat this I conceive is also 
merely a matter of evidence, Numbers sufficiently overwhelming 
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would make arms unnecessary, or ensure their bring speedily ob- 
tained. Nor is it necessary that any blows should actually be 
deal fc . te Listing and marching aie sufficient overt-acts, without 
coming to a battle.” (Foster 218 ) 

The mere fact of an armed assembly meeting and marching, or 
even fighting will not, of itself constitute a waging of war. It must be 
by some public and premeditated plan, foi some public and general 
purpose. The law upon this point cannot be better laid down than 
in the words of the Statute of Friw. Ill, which was declaiatory of 
the Common Law upon the point, as explained by Mr, Justice Foster. 
Ilia commentary deserves especial comment from the circumstance 
that it was fu'oupterl as bring the authoritative exposition of the law. 
by the late Lord Campbell, when Attorney Geneial, and prosecuting 
for the Ci own m a case of High Tieuson (Fiost’s case 9 C & R 
HI.) 

<< The true criterion therefore in all these cases ib, Quo aninio did the 
parties assemble 9 For if the assembly be upon nccount of some puvate 
quarrel, oi to take revenge on particular persons, the Statute u£ Ticabohs 
hath already determined that point in favour of the subject If, saith 
« the Statute, any man ride armed openly, or secretly with men of arms 
<* against any other to slay or to rob him, or to take and keep him till he 
“ make fine for his deliverance* it is not the mind of the King nor his 
« Conned, that in such caBC it shall be judged treason , but it Bhall be judged 
“felony or tiespass according to the law of the land of oil tunc used, 

*' andaccmding as the case requireth. 1> 

“■The words of the first clause descriptive of the offence, <if any man ride 
arm ed openly or secretly with men of arms, did, in the language of those 
times, mean nothing less than the assembling bodies of men, fnends, tenants 
or dependants, armed and arrayed m a warlike manner in order to effect 
some purpose or other by dint of numbers and superior strength ; and yet 
these assemblies so armed and arrayed,, if drawn together for purposes of a 
private natuie, were not deemed treasonable.’’ 

° Though, the Statute mentioneth only the cases of assembling to kill, 
rob or imprison, yet these, put as they are by way of example only, 
will not exclude others which may be brought within the same rule.; 
for the retrospective clause providetb, that if in such case or other like 
it hath been adjudged. What Ve the other like cases * All cases of the 
like private nature aie, I apprehend, within the reason and equity of the 
act. The case of the Earls of Gloucester and Hereford, and many other 
cases cited by Hale, some before the Statute of Treasons, and others after 
it, — those assemblies, though attended many of them with bloodshed and 
with the ordinary apparatus of war, were not h olden to be treasonable 
assemblies ; for they were not, in construction of law, raised against thh 
King or his Knyal Majesty, but for purposes of a private personal nature.” 

“Upon the same, principle and within the reason and equity of the 
Statute, risings to maintain a private claim of right, or to destroy particu- 
lar enclosures, or to remove nuisances, which affected or were thought to 
affect in point of interest the parties assembled for these purposes, or to 
break prisons in order to release particular persons without any other cir- 
cusUnce of aggravation, have not been holden to amount to levying 
war within the Statute.” 

* And upon the same principle and within the same equity of the Sta- 
tute, I think it was very rightly holden by five of the Judges, that a using 
ef the weavers in and about London to destroy all engine-looms, machines 
which enable those of the trade who made use of them to undersell those 
who had. them not, did not amount to levying wai within the Statute ; 
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though great outrages were committed on that occasion, not only in London 
but in the adjacent countries, and the magistrates and peace-ijtiivm won 
resisted and affronted ** 

<f For those judges considered the whole affair merely x\ a pm* ite quar* 
rel between men of the same trade about the use of a jurtiruUr engine, 
which those concerned m the rising thought detrimental to thcui. Five 
of the judges indeed were of a different opinion ; but the Attorney Geneial 
thought proper to proceed against the defendants as for a riot only." 

u But every insurrection which in judgment of law is intended against 
the person of the king, be it to dethione or imprison him, or to ohhgo 
him to alter his measure* of Government, or to remove evil counsellor# from 
about him, these risings all amount to levying war within the Statute 
whether attended with the pomp and circumstances of open war or not ; ami 
«very conspiracy to levy war for these purposes, though not tisason within 
the clause of levying war, is yet an overt act withm the other clause of com- 
passing the King’s death. For these purposes cannot he effected hy numbers 
and open force without manifest danger to hiB poison.” 

’ u Insurrections in order to throw down al! inclosures, to alter the rata* 
blished law or change religion, to enhance the price of all labour Oi to uj*u 
all prisons, — all risings in order to effect these innovations of a public and 
general concern by an armed force are, in construction of law, high treason, 
within the clause of levying war t fnr though they arc not levelled at the 
person of the King, they arc agaiust his Royal Majesty ; atul besides, they 
have a direct tendency to dissolve all the bonds of society, and to destroy all 
property and all Government too, by numbers and an armed force. Infmrrec- 
tions likewise for redressing national grievances, or for the expulsion ofc 
foreigners in general, or indeed of any single nation living here under the 
protection of the King, or for the reformation of real or imaginary evils of 
a public nature and in which the insurgents have no special interest,— .risings 
to effect these ends by force and numbers are. by construction of law, within 
the class of levying war * for they are levelled at the Kmg’o Crown and 
Royal Dignity (Fost er 2 0 8 — 2 11 .) 

And so the Indian Law Commissioners say, in their 2nd Report, 
1847, § 10, referring to, and agreeing with the view of the English 
Criminal Law Commissioners. 

4t In another place the Commissioners say, < the terms of tho Statute rpoiu 
naturally to import a levying of war by one, who t/n owing of t he tluty of 
allegiance, arrays himself in open defiance of his Sovereign m like manner 
and by the like means as a foreign enemy would do, having gained footing 
within the realm** So also we conceive the terms 1 waging war againat the 
Government* naturally import a person arraying himself in defiance of Urn 
Government, in like manner and by like means as a foreign enemy would do.” 

In a case which is charged as being the offence of waging war, the 
prisoners are not bound of necessity to show what was the objected 
meaning of the acts done. The onus rests upon the prosecution, not 
only to make out the facts, but the motives which constitute the of- 
fence. (Reg. v. Frost 9 C & P. 129.) These will in general be easily 
ascertained, since the language and acts of those engaged in the sam e 
common enterprise will all be admissible for the general purpose t>f 
showing the object and character of the assembly. Accordingly in 
the case of Reg. t>. Hunt (5 B & A. 566), where Hunt and others 
were indicted for unlawfully meeting together for the purpose of excit- 
ing disaffection, it was held that resolutions proposed at a former 
meeting at which he had presided, were admissible as showing the in- 
tention of those who assembled at the second meeting, both having 
avowedly the same object. The meeting in question was attended by 



OFFENCES AGAINST THE STATE- 


99 


large bodies of men who came from a distance, inarching in regular 
n.ilitary order, ami it was held to be admissible evidence of the charac- 
ter and intention of the meeting, to show that within two days of the 
«ame considerable numbers of men were seen training and drilling 
before day-break, at a place from which one of these bodies had come 
to the meeting; and that on their discoveung ihe peisons who saw them, 
they ill-treated them, and forced one of them to swear never to be a 
King’s man again Also, that it was admissible evidence for the same 
purpose to show, that another body of men in their progress to the 
meeting, m passing the house of the person who had been so lU-treat- 
ed, exhibited then disapprobation of his conduct by hissing. And in- 
scriptions, and devices on banners and flags, displayed at a meeting 
were held to be admissible evidence for the same purpose. 

According to the English law of evidence. 

r> 

4i There must be two witnesses to prove the treason, both of them to the 
«ame overt-act, oi one of them to one, and the other of them to another overt- 
act, of ike same twason , unless the defendant shall willingly, without vio- 
lence, confess the same. And it the juiy do not give credit to both witness- 
es, tlie defendant shall be acquitted But one witness is sufficient to prove 
a collateral fact , as that the defendant is a natural born subject, or the 
like.** (Arch. 627) 

And so by the Indian Evidence Act, II of 1855, s. 28, treason is 
mentioned as an exception to the general rale that the evidence of a 
single witness is sufficient. 

But s. 58 of that Act provides that nothing in it u shall be constru- 
ed so as to render inadmissible in any Court any evidence which, 
but for the passing of this Act, would have been admissible in such 
Court/* Under this section it haB been ruled that the implication against 
the admission of a wile's evidence against her husband in criminal 
cases, ahd against the sufficiency of the uncorroborated evidence of an 
accomplice, arising from the language of as. 20 and 28, has no 
weight in Mofusail Courts, which are not governed by the English rules 
of evidence. (I R. C. 0. CR. 78, 2 R. C. 0. OR. 16. 4 Mad. H. C. 
Appx. 7. But see as to accomplices, 3 Bomb. H; C. Cr. 5 7.) Now if the 
English law of evidence does not apply to Mofussil Courts, and^ if this 
special rule has not been expressly introduced by s, 28, there is cer- 
tainly no reason in the nature of things why a greater amount of 
evidence should be required to convict of waging war, than to convict 
of murder, the punishment for which is exactly the same. On the ’ 
other hand it may be argued that the words of s, 28 are equivalent 
to an enactment that in case of treason the evidence of one witness 
should be insufficient. If so, I do not think that s. 58 would affect 
that rule, since the effect of s. 28 would be, not to render any evidence 
inadmissible ; but merely to render a particular minimum of evidence 
necessary. My own opinion is that those words in s. 28 only applied 
to the English Courts, where the English law of treason was in force, 
that they never applied to the Mofussil Courts, and that they do not 
apply now to the High Courts, when trying offences under Chapter 
Vi of this Code* 
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122. Whoever collects men, arms, or ammuni- 
.. .. tion, or otherwise prepares to waste 

Collecting arms, ’ ... ,, . . 1 „ ... » 

*c. with the mten- war, with the intention ot either wag* 

StlheQueC in g. or bein g prepared to wage war 
against the Queen, shall be punished 
with transportation for life or imprisonment of either 
description for a term not exceeding ten years, and 
shall forfeit all his property. 

. 123. Whoever by any act, or by any illegal omis- 
„ . sion, conceals the existence of a design 

intent to facilitate to wage war against the Queen, m- 
a draiga to wage tending by such concealment to facili- 
tate, or knowing it to be likely that 
such concealment will facilitate, thewaging of such 
war, shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to ten years, 
and shall also be liable to fine. 

124. Whoever with the intention of inducing or 

, compelling the Governor-General of 

Assaulting Gover- , .. r ~ » r» • 

nor-Geuerai, Go- India, or the Governor ot any Fresi- 
tait to compel' or denc y> or a Lieutenant-Governor, or 
restrain tie exsr- a Member of the Council of the Go* 
power! aDy lawful ver nor- General of India, or of the 
Council of any Presidency, to exercise 
or refrain from exercising in any manner any of the 
lawful powers of such Governor- General, Governor, 
Lieutenant-Governor, or Member of Council, assaults, 
or wrongfully restrains, or attempts wrongfully to 
restrain, or overawes by means of criminal force or 
the show of criminal force, or attempts so to over- 
awe, such Governor- General, Governor, Lieutenant- 
Governor, or Member of Council, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to seven years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 

125. Whoever wages war against the Govem- 
Waging war ment of any Asiatic power in alliance 

gainst any Asiatic or at peace with the Queen, or at- 
with r the Qum terQ P fcs to wa g® such war, or abets the 
waging of such war, shall be punished 
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with transportation for life, to which fine may be add- 
ed ; or with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to seven years, to which 
fine may be added ; or with fine. 


126. Whoever commits depredation, or makes 

, preparations to commit depredation, 

Committing cie- L K . *,* y» • n* 

precUti.m on th.* on the territories oi any power m alli- 
to'.ntnru'-i ot acy anee or at peace with the Queen, 
with 1 the* Queen? shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which 
may extend to seven years, and shall also be liable to 
fine and to forfeiture of any property used, or intencP- 
ed to be used, in committing such depredation, or 
acquired by such depredation. 

127. Whoever receives any property knowing 
the same to have been taken in the commission of 


any of the offences mentioned in Sec- 
t y ukenTy waTor tions 125 and 126, shall be punished 
depredation meu- with imprisonment of either deserip- 
isTand 11 tion for a term which may extend to 

seven years, and shall also be liable to 
fin© and to forfeiture of the property so received. 


128. "Whoever, being a public servant, and having 
Public servant the custody of any State Prisoner or 

yoitmt«riJy allow- Prisoner of War, voluntarily allows 
State or r War r in hu such prisoner to escape from any place 
custody to escape. j n w £ich such prisoner is confined, 

shall be punished with transportation for life, or im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

129. Whoever, being a public servant, and hav- 

ing the custody of any State Prisoner 
negUgintiyTuffw- or Prisoner of War, negligently , suf- 
iog Prisoner o,£ f ers suc h prisoner to escape from any 
hla^ctttfcody to place of confinement in which such 
prisoner is confined, shall be jmnished 
with simple imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to three years, and shall also be liable to fine. 
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According to English law it would seem that the mere fact <\i an 
escape is przmd facie evidence of negligence on this part of the kerprr. 
For it is his duty to keep the prisoner safely. (Arch. 600.) But this 
xuay be negatived on the part of the defendant by showing force, or 
other circumstances which rebut the presumption* No presumption 
however can be raised from the mere fact of an escape that it was 
voluntary permitted, or that it was knowingly aided or assisted, au.i 
express evidence rau^t be brought to this efiect, if any convictiou un- 
der ss. 123 or 130 is desired. 

130. Whoever knowingly aids or assists any 

State Prisoner or Prisoner of War in 
of, 1 rescuing 801 ^ escaping from lawful custody, or 
harbouring such rescues or attempts to rescue any such 

prisoner. . , , r i 

‘ prisoner, or harbours or conceals any 

such prisoner, who has escaped from lawful custody, 
or offers or attempts to offer any resistance to the 
recapture of such prisoner, shall be punished with 
transportation for life, or with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to ten years, 
and shall also he liable to fine. 

Explanation . — A State Prisoner or Prisoner of 
War who is permitted to be at large on his parole 
within certain limits in British India, is said to escape 
from lawful custody if he goes beyond the limits 
within which he is allowed to be at large. 

Chaiges under this Chapter except a. 127 are not to be cnierUim'd 
by any Court, unless ordered oi authorized bv Government or by 
some Officer empowered by the Governor-General in Council to order 
or authorize such prosecution, or unless instituted by the Advocate 
General. (Cr. P. C. s. 166.) 

CHAPTER TO 

OF OFFENCES RELATING TO THE ARMY 
AND NAVY. 

131. Whoever abets the committing of mutiny by 

Abetting mutiny, an officer, soldier, or sailor in the 

aed uce a^soi'i^i or Arm y or Navy of the Queen, or at- 
•sirfor from his tempts to seduce any such officer, 
duty ’ 1 soldier, or sailor from his allegiance 

or his duty, shall be punished with transportation 
for life, or with imprisonment of either description 
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ior a term which may extend to ten years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

It bits been laid down, upon a reference to the Advocate General of 
Madras, that Carnatic Artificers are Not Soldieis within the meaning 
of this chapter. And the same ruling would apply to all non-comba- 
tants, however closely attached to and serving with the Army. 

132. Whoever abets the committing of mutiny 
,v . . „„ by an officer, soldier, or sailor in the 

tmy, if mutiny is Army or JNavy ot the Qiieen^ shall, if 

“ocelbereor - be committed in consequence 

of that abetment, be punished with 
death or with transportation for life, or imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

m 

133. Whoever abets an assault by an officer, sol- 

dier, or sailor in the Army or Navy 
aHKnuit by a soiciiei T»rL<^ l^uccn, on any superior officer 

or ssiior ou ins S11 . beina: in the execution of his office 
in the execution ot shall be punished with imprisonment 
his office. of either description for a term which 

may extend to three years, and shall also be liable 
to fine. 

334. Whoever abets an assault by an officer, 

Abetmentof such **£**’* ^° T ^ the ° Y ^ 

aB«auit> if the aa- ot the v^jueenj on any superior officer 
aauit is commit- being in the execution of his office, 
shall, if such assault be committed in 
consequence of that abetment, be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to seven years, and shall also be liable 
to fine. 


3 35. Whoever abets the desertion of any officer. 
Abetment 0 £ the soldier, or sailor in the Army or 
desertion of a sol- Navy of the Queen, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to two years, or 
with fine, or with both. 
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136. Whoever, except as hereinafter excepted, 

Harbouring a knowing OF having lVtUMUl t.) boIieVrt 

deserter. that an officer, soldier, or sailor, in the 

Army or Navy of the Queen, has deserted, harbours 
such officer, soldier, or sailor, shall br; punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

Exception ■ — This provision does not extend to the 
case in which the harbour is given by a wife to her 
husband. 

137. The master or person, in charge of a mor 

" , . chant vessel, on board of which anv 

on board merchant deserter from the Army or Navy of 
vessel through nog- ^he Queen is concealed, shall, though 

licence of mastei , , .P 

ignorant of such concealment, be ha- 
bleto a penalty not exceeding five hundred Rupees, 
if he might have known of such concealment, but for 
some neglect of his duty as such master or person in 
charge, or but for some want of discipline on board 
of the vessel. 


138. Whoever abets what he knows to be an act 

Abetment of act in subordination by an officer, sol- 

of maubordinatioQ dier, or sail or in the Army or Navy 

*Vr. aold ’ er ° r of the Q uee ft shall, if such act of in- 
subordination be committed in conse- 
quence of that abetment, be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may extend 
to six months, or with fine, or with both. 

139. No. person subject to any Articles of War 

Persons subject for „ tlie Arm y or Navy of the Quoen, 
to. Articles of w» r or for any part of such Army or Nav y, 

toSScS?”' is subject to punishment under tins 
Code for any of the offences defined 
in this Chapter. 


1 40. Whoever, not being a Soldier in the Military 
Wewug th* or Naval service of the Queen, wears 
drees of nSoiider. any garb, or carries any token resem- 
_ ... . t fcl n ln g any garb or token used by such 

a Soldier, with the intention that it may be believed 
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that he is such a Soldier, shall be punished ^Sh im- 
prisonment of either description for a term whic^na^ 
extend to three months, or with fine which may ea 
to five hundred Rupees, or with both. 


CHAPTER VIII- 

OF OFFENCES AGAINST THE PUBLIC 
TRANQUILLITY. 

141, An assembly of five or more persons is de- 
signated an “ unlawful assembly,” rf 
^ Unlawful assem- ^he comin on object of the persons 

composing lhat assembly, is — 

First . — To overawe by criminal force, or show of 
criminal force, the Legislative or Executive Govern- 
ment of India, or the Government of any Presidency, 
or any Lieutenant-Governor, or any Public "Servant 
in the exercise of the lawful power of such Public 
Servant ; or 

Second . — To resist the execution of any law, or of 
any legal process ; or 

Third . — To commit any mischief or crimin' 1 ! tres- 
pass, or other offence ( see Act IV of 1867, s. I.) ; or 

Fourth . — By means of criminal force, or show of 
criminal force, to any person, to take or obtain pos- 
session of any property, or to deprive any person of 
the enjoyment of a right of way, or of the use of 
water or other incorporeal right of which he is in 
possession or enjoyment, or to enforce any right or 
supposed right ; or 

Fifth , — By means of criminal force, or show of 
criminal force, to compel any person to do what he is 
not legally bound to do, or to omit to do what he is 
legally entitled to do. 

. Explanation . — An assembly which was not unlaw- 
ful when it assembled, may subsequently become an 
unlawful assembly, 

14 
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142. "Whoever, being aware of facts which render 
r a memier an y assembly an unlawful assembly, 

of B an n uidawM «- intentionally joins that assembly, or 
semb h- continues in it, is said to be a member 

of an unlawful assembly, 

143. Whoever is a member of an unlawful as- 

sembly, shall be punished with impri- 
Punishment. sonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to six months, or with fine, 
or with both. 


r 144. Whoever, being armed with any deadly 
weapon, or with any thing which, used 
iawfT“ S assembly as a weapon of offence, is likely to 
armed with any cause death, is a member of an unlaw- 
deadiy weapon. f u j assem b]y, shall be punished with 

imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

145. Whoever joins or continues in an unlawful 
assembly, knowing that such unlawful 
3 ommg or con- assembly has been commanded in the 
hXf 'assemhir manner prescribed by law to disperse, 
knowing that it shall be punished with imprisonment 
haa been com- 0 f either description for a term which 
perse. may extend to two years, or v ltn fine, 

or with both. 


f< A Magistrate or Officer m charge of a Police Station may command an 
unlawful assembly to disperse, aud it shall thereupon be the duty of the mem- 
bers offi^ch unlawful assembly to disperse accordingly (Cr. P. C. a. Ul.) 

146, Whenever force or violence is used by ant 

„ , . unlawful assembly, or by any member 

one member m pro- thereof, m prosecution of the common 
eeention of con- object of such assembly, every member 
34ec ' _ of such assembly, is guilty of the 

offence of rioting. 

1 47. Whoever is guilty of rioting, shall be punish- 

ed with imprisonment of either deserip- 
riotbg. Amellt for for a term which may extend to 
two years, or with fine, or with both. 
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consideration* lie will have abetted the offence in s. 165. But it is 
no offence in a public servant to yield to mere peisonal influence, not 
accompanied by what is styled in s. 161 a gratification, unless by so 
doing he transgresses s. 166, or s. 217. 

Hence if the friend of a party to a civil suit wpie by person- 
al influence to induce a Moonsiff to give judgment against the de- 
fendant contrary to his own conviction, the Moonsiff would be 
uuilt under s. 166, and the party who peisuaded him would be 
guilty as an abettor. So if the successful solicitations were ad- 
dressed to a Sessions Judge, who acquitted a prisoner in consequence, 
the Judge will be guilty under s. 217, and the person who exeicised 
influence as an abettor. But the exercise of or yielding to personal 
influence in the disposal of patronage, the conferring ot rewaids for 
seivice, the granting of contracts or the like, would be no offence in 
either of the parties concerned. If howevei the relative were to lesoft 
to threats instead of entieaties, tins would be an offence under s. 189. 

The personal influence lcfeired to in s. 163 seems to mean that in- 
fluence which one man possesses over another, irrespective of the 
merits of the case upon which it is brought to bear. Such eonsideia- 
nons as lank, wealth, power, gratitude, relationship or affection may 
induce a peison to grant to the lequest ot one man wbat he would not 
to the request of anoiheu But influence exercised solely upon the 
ments ol the case would seem not to be peisonal influence If a per- 
son who was about to pay a visit to a Collectoi were to accept a sum 
ot money, on the undei standing that he was to draw the Collector into 
conversation upon the case, and lepiesent it iully lo him, such a pio- 
ceeding however indelicate and improper, would, I conceive, not come 
under s. 163, provided no peisonal feeling was brought into play. 

Under s. 167 it would be no offence if a Court Translator employed 
in a criminal case were to mistranslate all the documents, for the pur- 
pose of procuring the acquittal of the prisoner, though it would be 
otherwise if he had the contrary motive. Such a case would probably 
come under s. 218, though the omission of the express words used 
in S' 167 might make the point doubtful, and it is expressly stated as 
coming under the head of False Evidence (s. 191, illustratfon e) 
Where the mistranslation is done intentionally, and does produce 
injury, it will not be necessary to show intention to injure, or know- 
ledge that injury would follow. As Lord Mansfield sa)s, 

“ Where an act, in itself indifferent, if done with a particular intent be* 
comes criminal, then the intent must be proved and found but when the 
act is of itself unlawful, that is pnmd facie and unexplained, the proof of 
justifi cation or excuse lies on the defendant, and in failure therefore the 
law implies a criminal intent.” (5 Burr. 2667 ) 

168. Whoever, being a public servant, and being 
Public servant legally bound as such public servant 
unlawfully engag- not to engage in trade, engages in 
ing in trade. trade, shall be punished with simple 
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imprisonment for a term which may extend to one 
year, or with fine, or with both. 

By 33 Geo. III. c- 52, s. 137, it is rendered unlawful for any 
Govern or- General, or Governor, or any Member of Council of any of 
the Presidencies of India, or for any Collector, Supei visor, or other 
person employed or concerned in the collection of the Revenues, or the 
administration of justice in the provinces of Bengal, Be bar, or Orissa, 
or for their Agents or seivants, or any one in trust for them ; oi for 
any of the Judges of the Supreme Court of Judicature to be concerned 
in any trade or traffic whatever whether witlun or without India. (See 
also 3 & 4 W. IV. c. 85, s. 76.) Under Reg. II of 1803, s. 64, Ooi- 
lectors and Assistants to Collectors are forbidden to exercise or carry 
on tiade or commerce, directly or indirectly, or to be engaged in any 
Bank or house of Agency. Nor may they be concerned in the fann- 
ing of the public revenue, or in the lending of money to proprietors of 
land, renters, or persons responsible for the public levenue, or m any 
way connected with its management, (Ibid. ss. 60, 61.) So by the 
oath prescribed for a Judge, [Keg. II. of 1802, s. 13. Reg. VII of 
1827, s. 4) he binds himself not tD be concerned directly or indirectly 
in any commercial transactions. By 37 Geo. III. c, 112. s. 28, the 
lending of money or any valuable thing by a British Subject to a Na~ 
live Prince is made a misdemeanour. Here British Subjrct ia used in 
its restricted sense. (See Book 11. Want of Jurisdiction.) 

Act XV of 1848 forbids officers of the Supreme Courts in India, or 
of the Comts for the relief of Insolvent Debtors to carry on any deal- 
ings as banker, tiader, agent, factor or broker, either for their own ad- 
vantage, or for the advantage of any other person, except such dealings 
as it may be pait of their duty to carry on. 

A similar piovision exists as regards the Admimstmtor General 
under Act VIII of 1855. s. 49, and Act XXIV of 1867. s 10 

169. Whoever, being a public servant, and being 

Public servant l e o a % bound, as such public servant, 
unlawfully buying not to purchase, or bid for certain pro- 
or bida-ngforpro- perty, purchases or bids for that pro* 
per y ' perty, either in his own name or in the 

name of another, or jointly or in shares with others, 
shall be punished with simple imprisonment for a 
term which may extend to two years, or with fine, or 
with both ; and the property, if purchased, shall be 
confiscated. 

170. Whoever pretends to hold any particular 
Personating a office as a public servant, knowing that 

public servant. h e does not hold such office, or falsely 
personates any other person holding such office, and 
in such assumed character does or attempts to do any 
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act under color of such office shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

171. Whoever not belonging to a certain class of 
public servants wears any garb or 
Wearing garb or carr i e s any token resembling any garb 
by public servant or token used by that class ot public 
with fraudulent m- servants, with the intention that it may 
be believed, or with the knowledge 
that it is likely to be believed, that he belongs to that 
class of public servants shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to three months, or with fine which may 
extend to two hundred Rupees, or with both. 


CHAPTER X. 

OF CONTEMPTS OF THE LAWFUL 
AUTHORITY OF PUBLIC SERVANTS. 

172. Whoever absconds in order to avoid being 
served with a summons notice or or- 
AbsconiUng to j er proceeding from any public ser- 

avoid service or r » J r 

summons or other vant, legally competent, as such pub- 

proceeding from a ser v an t ? to issue SUch summons, 

puo .e notice, or order shall be punished with 

simple imprisonment for a term which may extend 
to one month, or with fine which may extend to five 
hundred Rupees, or with both ; or, if the summons, 
notice, or order is to attend in person or by agent, 
or to produce a document in a Court of Justice, with 
simple imprisonment for a term which may extend 
to six months, or with fine which may extend to ono 
thousand Rupees, or with both. 

It lias been held in Bengal that a person absconding to avoid a 
warrant issued by a Magistrate against him is not punishable under 
s. 172. The warrant is neither a summons nor a notice, and the 
order which it contains is addressed to the officer, and not to the 
person whose attendance is required- The couisc is to proceed under 
as, 185 and 184 of the Crim. P. C, Disobedience to the proclama- 
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tion issued under Cr. P. C. s. 183 would be punishable under a. 147 
of the Penal Code. (1 R. C. C. CR. 61.) 

“ A charge of contempt of the lawful authority of any Court or public 
servant, or of any other offeuce against a public servant as such described in 
Chapter X of the Indian Penal Code, not falling withm s. 163 of this Act, 
(Swpost, non to s, 175, p. 125) shall not be entertained in any Criminal 
Court except with the sanction or on the complaint of the Comb or public 
seivant concerned, or if such servant is an inferior ministerial servant, 
with the sanction or on the complaint of his official superior. The pro- 
hibition contained in this Section shall not apply to the offences described m 
se, 188 and 190 of the Indian Penal Code ,} (Cr. P. C, s, 168.) 

This sanction will in general, be express, but it may be implied, 
as for instance when the officer who tries the charge is the same as the 
officer whose sanction is required. {5 Bomb. H. C, Cr. 38.) But, 
as a general rule it is very objectionable for the same officer, who 
entertained a chaige under s. 168 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 
of an offence against any Court or public servant, to make over such 
case for trial to himself as Magistrate ; there may be cases in which 
such a course of procedure could not be avoided; as for instance, if 
there was not “ any Magistrate” having power to try the case under 
s. 171 of the Grim. P. C. (5 R. C. 0. C. JL 27.) 

“ When any such offence as is described in Chap. X of the Indian Penal 
Code, except bs. 175,178, I8Q, is committed in contempt of the lawful autho- 
rity of any Civil, Criminal, or Revenue Court by an European British 
Subject, such offeuce Bhall be cognizable only by a Magiwtrate who h a 
Justice of the Peace, and such Magistrate shall have the same powers of 
punishment for such offence as are vested by the Statute 53 Goo. III. c. 
155 s. 105 in a Justice of the Peace for the punishment of an assault, and 
may deal with the offender on conviction in the same manner »r is provided 
in the said Statute. If such Magistrate shall consider the offeuce to ire- 
quire a more severe punishment than a Justice of the Peace is competent 
to awaid under the said Statute, he may commit the offendci to a Supreme 
(now High) Court of Judicatuie.” (Cr P. C. s 165.) 

Under 53 Geo. III. c- 155. s. 105 the Magistrate was authorised 
to inflict a fine of Rupees 500 to be levied by warrant upon any pro- 
perty within his district, aud if no r such property was to be found, 
then to commit to gaol, for a peuod not exceeding two months, un- 
less thertme were paid sooner. 

173. "Whoever in any manner intentionally pre- 
printing sev- ve 1 nts tbe serving on himself, or on any 
vice of summons or other person, of any summons, notice, 

crprevenhnglub-' or order proceeding from any public 
lieation thereof. servant, legally competent, as such 
public servant, to issue such summons, 
notice, or order, or intentionally prevents the lawful 
affixing to. any place of any such summons, notice, or 
order, or intentionally removes any such summons, 
notice, or order from any place to which it is lawfully 
affixed, or intentionally prevents the lawful making 
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of any proclamation, under the authority of any pub- 
lic servant legally competent, as such public servant, 
to direct such proclamation to be made, shall be 
punished with simple imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to one month, or with fine which may 
extend to five hundred Rupees, or with both; or, if 
the summons, notice, order, or proclamation is to 
attend in person or by agent, or to produce a docu- 
ment in a Court of Justice, with simple imprison- 
ment for a term which may extend to six months, 
or with fine which may extend to one thousand Ru- 
pees, or with both. 

The refusal to sign a summons does not constitute the offence of 
intentionally preventing the service of a summons upon himself under 
the above Section. (5 Bomb- H. 0. Cr. 34.) 

174. Whoever, being legally bound to attend in 

„ , , person or by an agent at a certain 

iu obedience to an place and time m obedience to a sum* 
order from a pub- mons, notice order, or proclamation 
proceeding from any public servant 
legally competent, as such public servant, to issue 
the same, intentionally omits to attend at that place 
or time, or departs from the place where he is bound 
to attend before the time at which it is lawful for him 
to depart, shall be punished with simple imprison- 
ment for a term which may extend to one month, or 
with fine which may extend to five hundred Rupees, 
or with both ; or if the summons, notice, order, or 
proclamation is to attend in person or by agent'in a 
Court of Justice, with simple imprisonment for a 
term which may extend to six months, or with fine 
which may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with 
both. 

Illustrations* 

(a) A, being legally bound to appear before the Supreme Court at 
Calcutta, m obedience to a subpoena issuing from that Court, intention- 
ally omits to appear, A has com mit ted the offence defined in this 
Section. 

(b) A, being legally bound to appear before a Zillah Judge, as a 
witness, •in obedience to a summons issued by that Zillah Judge, in- 
tentionally omits to appear. A has committed the offence defined in 
this Section. 



NON-PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENT, 


124 


Under the three proceeding Sections the offence depends upon the 
legal competence of the officer to issue the summons, &c. (5 Bomb, 

H. C. Cr. 33) Therefore the High Court of Madras have held, that 
disobedience to a summons issued by a tahsildar in his revenue capaci- 
ty, or by a village magistrate in respect to an offence over which he 
had no jurisdiction was not punishable, (Rulings of 1861 & 1865 
on s, 174 ) Now, however* revenue officers in the Madras Pt caden- 
cy have leceived power to issue such summonses. (Act III nf 1,869. 
Madras ) But magistrates who have jurisdiction over the oflenee may 
issue summonses to witnesses beyond their own local limits. (Pro. 
Mad.H. C. 18 Aug. 1865) Under s. 174 it is further necessary 
that the party should be legally bound to obey the summons. This 
obligation would m general follow as a necessary consequence from 
the competence of the officer to issue the order. But cases might 
arise, m which theie would be no such obligation. For instance, a 
witness, already in attendance at one Court, would be under no obli- 
gation to go to a Court at a distance, until he had given his evidence 
in the case for which he had been first cited. 


In order to sustain a charge under s, 174 for disobedience to a sum- 
mons issued by a Civil Coutt, it is necessary to piove personal service? 
of the summons in accordance with ss. 155 & 156 of Act VIII of 
1859* (3 & C, C. CK. 840 

This Section has been held not to apply to an escape from custody 
under a warrant m execution of the decree of a Oiyil Court. (1 Bombay 
H. 0. 38) It does apply to the case of a defendant m a criminal 
case, who had given bail for his appearance, and had also entered 
into his own personal recognisance. It was held to be no objection to 
a charge under s. 274 that his suiety had already bccn,made to pay in 
dafault of bis appearance, and that he himself was liable to have his 
own recognisance forfeited under s. 219 of the Cnm. P. C. (1 B. A. 
Cr. 1 ) 


Omission to pro- 
duce a document 
toe public servant 
by apyrson legally 
bound to produce 
such document. 


175. "Whoever, being 1 legally bound to produce 
or deliver up any document to any 
public servant, as such, intentionally 
omits so to produce or deliver up the 
same, shall be punished with simple 
imprisonment fora term which may 
extend to one month, or with fine which may extend 
to five hundred Rupees, or with both ; or, if the do- 
cument is to be produced or delivered up to a Court 
of J ustice, with simple imprisonment for a term 
which may extend to six months, or with fine which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

Illustration. 


A, b^iug legally bound to produce a document before a Zillah Court 
in teutionally omits to produce the same. A has, committed the offence 
defined m this Section. 
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It is necessary to show that the person was legally bound to pro- 
duce the document, and if the necessary steps have not been taken to 
impose that obligation upon him, he does not come under this Sec- 
tion. For instance, a witness who intentionally leaves at home a docu- 
ment which he knows will be called for is not punishable, unless the 
proper notice to pioduce, or mbp&ua duces lias been served upon him. 
But it would be otherwise if he actually had the document in his 
pocket, for if u is in Court he is bound to produce it. (A.ct II of 
1855, s. 25 ) Theieare many documents which a witness may refuse 
to delivei up, on the giouml of their beitig privileged, but he will still 
he bound to bung them into Court, if they are in his power, and the 
Court will decide as to the question of privilege. (Act II of 1855, 
s 23 ) In the case of State Proceedings, however, the Court cannot 
even inspect them for the purpose of seeing if they are privileged 
(I did) aud must take their character upon the word of the public officer 
who has them in his custody. (Beatson Skene, 29 L. J. Ex. 430% 
H Sc N. 83S,) But the oath of secrecy which is taken by Income Tax 
Officers under Act 32 of 1860, a. 33 does not apply to cases in which 
they are summoned to give evidence in a Court of Justice, (Lee v. Bir- 
red, 3 Camp. *337) and in a lecent case, Scotland C. J compelled the 
production of Income Tax Schedules, though the objection was taken 
bv the officer who appeared. (Beg. v . Yakut azkan, 2nd Maduiu Sessions 
IS 63.) 

“When any such offence* as is described in Sections 175^178,179,180, 
or 228 nf the luilum Penal Code is committed in the view or presence of 
any Civil, Criminal, or Revenue Court, it shall be competent to such Court 
to cause the offender, whether he he a European British subjeet or not , 
to be detained in custody ; and at any time before the rising of the 
Court on the same day to take cognizance of the offence, and to adjudge the 
offender to punishment, by fiu e not exceeding two hundred Rupees or by 
imprisonment in the Civil Jail for a period not exceeding one month, onlesd 
such fine be sooner paid. In every such case the court shall record the 
facts constituting the contempt, with any statement the offender may make 
as well as the finding and sentence. If the Court, many case, shall con- 
sider that a person accused of any offence above referred to should be im- 
prisoned, or that a fine exceeding two hundred Rupees should be imposed 
upon him, such Court, after recording the facts constituting the contempt, 
and the statement of the accused person as before provided shall forward 
the case to a Magistrate, or, if the accused person baa Europeano British 
subject to a Justice of the Peace, and shall cause bail to be taken for the ap- 
pearance of such accused person before such Magistrate or Justice of the 
Peace - *, or if sufficient bail be not tendeied shall cause the accused person 
to be forwarded under custody to such Magistrate or Justice of the Peace, 
If the case be forwarded to a Magistrate, such Magistrate shall proceed to 
try the accused person m the manner provided by this Act for trials before 
a Magistrate, and it shall be competent to such Magistrate to adjudge such 
offender to punishment as provided in the section of the Indian Penal Code 
under which he is charged. If the case be forwarded to a Justice of the 
Peace, such Justice of tho Peace shall inquire into the circumstances, and r 
shall have the same powers of punishing the offender as are vested by the 
Statute 53 George III, c. 155, s. 105, in a Justice of the Peace for the 
punishment of an assault, and may deal with the offender in the same 
manner as is provided in that behalf in the said statute. (See anldp. 122 ) 
If such Justite of the Peace shall consider the offeqce to require a more 
severe punishment than a Justice of the Peace is competent to award un- 
der the said Statute, bo may commit the offender to a Supreme Court of 
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Judicature. In no case tried under this section shall any Magistrate adjudge 
imprisonment, or a fine exceeding two hundred Rupees, for any contempt 
committed in his own presence against his own Court/’ (Cr, F. C» a. 163, 
Act XXIII of 1861, s. 21.) 

A Court inflicting a fine for contempt of Court should specially re- 
cord its reasons, and the facts constituting the contempt, so that it 
may appear whether any contempt of Court was in fact committed. 
Where therefore no such reasons were recorded, the High Court of 
Madras on an application made under s. 404 of the Grim. 1\ C. set 
aside the order, and directed the fine to be returned ; (4 Mad. H. C. 229) 
and so it has been laid down by the Privy Council, in a case where a 
barrister had been summarily fined for contempt of Court, il that no 
person should be punished for contempt of Court, which is a criminal 
offence, unless the specific offence charged against him be distinctly 
stated, and an opportunity of answering it given to him/* (re Pollard 
2'LR. PC. 106.1 The above section (163) which contemplates a state- 
ment by the offender, is in accordance with this view, 

“ When any person has been sentenced to punishment, or forwarded to a 
Magistrate or Justice of the Peace foi trial, under the last preceding section* 
for refusing or omitting to do any thing which be was lawfully required to 
do, it Bhall be competent to the Court to discharge the offender, or to remit 
the punishment, on the submission of the offender to the order or requsition 
of such Court” (Cr. P. C. s 164, Act XXIII of 1861, s. 22.) 


176. Whoever, being legally bound to give any 
. notice or to furnish information on any 
notx“'or°mforma e subject to any public servant, as such, 
servant** b a PUb e r° ^ ntent i° na % omits to give Such noti,CO, 
sonTegaii/ boEnd °r to furnish such information in the 
to givs notice or manner and at the time required by 
». _rmmen. law, shall be punished with simple im- 
prisonment for a term which may extend to one 
month, or with fine which may extend to five hun- 
dred Rupees, or with both ; or, if the notice or infor- 
mation required to be given respects the commission 
of an offence, (see Act IV of 1867. s. 1.) or is re- 
quired for the purpose of preventing the commission 
of an offence, or in order to the apprehension of an 
offender, with simple imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to six months, or with fine which may 
extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 


177. Whoever, being legally bound to furnish 

FonuBhiua false mf ° r . mation 0n an y Subject to any 

infosStio^ public servant, as such, furnishes, as 
true, information on the subject which 
he knows or has reason to believe to he false, shall 
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be punished with simple imprisonment for a term 
which may extend to six months, or with fine which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both ; 
or, if the information which he is legally bound to 
give respects the commission of an offence, [see Act 
IV of 1867. $. 1.) or is required for the purpose of 
preventing the commission of an offence, or in order 
to the apprehension of an offender, with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to two years, or with fine or with both. 

Illustration, s, 

(ut) A, a landholder, knowing of the commission of a murder within 
the limits of his estate, wilfully mis-mforms theMagistrate of the Dis- 
trict that the death has occurred by accident m consequence of the 
bite of a si-ake. A is guilty of the offence defined in this Section. 

(b) A, a village watchman, knowing that a considerable body of 
strangers has passed through his village in order to commit a dacoity 
in the house of Z, a wealthy merchant residing in a neighbouring place, 
and baingbound, under Clause 5, Section VII, Regulation III of 1821 of 
the Bengal Code, to give early and punctual information of the above 
fact to the officer of the nearest Police Station, wilfully mis-mforms the 
Police Officer that a body of suspicious characters passed through the 
village with a view to commit dacoity in a certain distant place in a 
different direction. Here A is guilty of the offence defined in this 
Section. 

178. Whoever refuses to bind himself by an oath 
. oath to state the truth, when required so to 
when duly 8 requir- bind himself by a public servant legal- 
ed to take oath by ]v competent to require that be shall 

a pu 10 eervan . go j^ n( j himself, |,e p Un istl ed with 

simple imprisonment for a term which may extend to 
six months, or with fine which may extend t® one 
thousand Rupees, or with both. 

<c If any witness shall refuse to answer any question which shall be put 
to him, and shall not offer any just excuse for such refusal, the Court may 
commit such witness to custody for such reasonable time as it may deem 
proper, unless he shall in the meantime consent to be examined and to 
answer. In the event Of such witness persisting in his refusal, he may be 
dealt with according to s. 163 of this Act.” (Or. P. C. a. 365, See s. 153, 
quoted ante, p. 125.) 

In a case in England, a father was indicted for an aggravated 
assault upon his son, and the son refused to give evidence against lus 
father* The Court committed him summarily to prison for one month. 
(Reg. v. Baron Vidil* C. C. Ct. 23id Augst 1861.) Feelings of friend* 
ship are not such a a just excuse for refusal” as authorise an individual 
to obstruct the course of law. The only relationship which is a bar 
to evidence in a criminal case is that which exists between husband 
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and wife, (Act II of 1855, s 20.) and even that rule has been held to 
have no existence in the Mofussi^Courts. # (2 It. 0, C. CR, 16. See 
ante p. 99.) 

179. Whoever, being legally bound to state the 

, . , truth on any subject to any public: 

swer a puWus sci- servant, retuscsto answer any question 
vant *uthonzcd to demanded of him touching that sub- 
quet, wn. j ec t by such public servant in the ex- 

ercise of the legal powers of such public servant, 
shall bepunished with simple imprisonment for a term 
which may extend to six months, or with fine which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

See Cr- P C. s. 163, ante p. 125. 

180. Whoever refuses to sign any statement 

made by him, when required to sign 
BUtemeitf toslsn that statement by a public servant le- 
gally competent to require that ho shall 
sign that statement, shall be punished with simple 
imprisonment for a term which may extend to three 
months, or with fine which may extend to five hun- 
dred Rupees, or with both. 

See Cr P. C, s. 163, ante p. 125. 

181. Whoever, being legally bound by an oath 

to state the tiuth on any subject, to 
o/ortU^pubilc an y P ublic servant or other person 
servant or person authorized by law to administer such 
Mma tw^ath * d " oath, makes to such public servant or 
other personas aforesaid, touchingthat 
subject, any statement which is false, and which he 
either knows or believes to be false or does not be- 
lieve to be true, shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
three years, and shall also he liable to fine. 

A person is not legally bound to state the truth, where the officer 
who administers the oatu is trying a case wholly beyond his jurisdic- 
tion* (2 Mad. H. C. 438.) and see note to s* 192. 

A witness in a criminal ease, who gives false evidence before a 
Magistrate* may be convicted by a Magistrate under s. 181, though 
he might also have been charged under s* 192* and, if so charged, 
would only have been triable by the Sessions Court* (4 Mad. H, C • 
Appx. 18.) 
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182 , Whoever gives to any public servant any 
False mforma- information which he knows or be- 
tion, with intent lieves to be false, intending thereby to 

*ervant'tc a u!e b his caus ®> or knowin g ^ to be likely that 
lawful power to he will thereby cause such public ser- 

auothe/pewon of vant to use the lawful power of such 
public servant to the injury or annoy- 
ance of any person, or to do or omit anything which 
such public servant ought not to do or omit if the 
true state of facts respecting which such information 
is given were known by him, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term whiclj 
may extend to six months, or with fine which may 
extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

Illustrations* 


(а) A informs a Magistrate that Z, a Police Officer subordinate to 
such Magistrate, has been guilty of neglect of duty or misconduct 
kuowing such information to be false, and knowing it to be likely that 
the information will cause the Magistrate to dismiss Z A has com- 
mitted the offence defined in this Saction. 

(б) A falsely informs a public servaut that Z has contraband salt in 
a secret place, knowing such information to be false, and knowing that 
it m likely that the consequence of the information will be a search of 
Z’s premises, rUteuded with annoyance to Z. A has committed the 
offence defined in this Section. 

It has been held in Bengal, that where A out of malice to B, gives 
to C, a public servant false information intended to injure B, the 
latter cannot prosecute A criminally, without obtaining the consent of 
C, under a, 168 of the Crim. P. 0. (5 R. C. C. CR. 3T.) But u seems 
to me, with great deference, that such an offence is not an offence 
against the public servant, within the meaning of s. 168 (ante p, 122) 
but against the person falsely accused. It would be different if the 
false information were intended to induce the public servant ttf do or 
omit something, which he would not otherwise have done or omitted. 

There is good deal of uncertainty in ss. 174 to 182 from the use 
of the words u legally bound 51 without any explanation, and with very 
few illustrations, as to the cases in which a person is legally bound* 
The instances given under s. 174 of persons legally bound to attend 
in obedience to a summons, relate to summonses to give evidence 
before a Court of Justice. Punchayets are also authorized to summoa 
witnesses before them. (Reg. V. VII. XII of 1816 ) By Reg. XXVIII 
of 1802, s. 34, cl. 8. Zemindars and other landholders possessed the 
power of summoning, and if necessary of compelling the attendance of 
their tenants for the adjustment of their rents, or for measuring 
lands within their respective estates which may be liable to measure* 
ment or for my other lawful purpose. But no such power is given 

1 T 
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by Ihe Madras Kent Act, VIT I of I860 which rcpraK 
“XXVI 11 of 1803. Therefore disobedience to ^urh summons iwmM 
not now be punishable. 

Theie is a difference between ss. 17 G and 177 ami the pre\ imis 
Sections IIS-120 in this respect, that the offence punishable umlvi 

118-120 is only committed when 1 ho concealment, or iui«"ieprr- 
mentation is done by the peison with an intention to facilitate the com- 
mission of an offence, 01 the knowledge that the offence will be ktcili- 
lated. In Sections 176 &177, the guilt, consists simply m the bleach 
of duty, apart from any ulterior views which the offender m*iv h.ne 
had. In these Sections I conceive that the words*' legally hound'’ 
refer to some special obligation created by statute, or arming out nt ih«, 
lank or office of the paity oonceined, different from hu* ordinal \ dut\ 
as a citizen. F01 instance by Keg. XXY of 1802, s. 1.7, it n 
enacted that, 

“Zemindar 5 ) shall aid and assist the Officers of Government m apprehend 
ing andsccuiing 0 Hen dens of all dehcriptions, ami they shall in* pm r ami :i\t‘ 
notice to the Magistrates of robbers or other disturbuts of the public ju-ueo 
who may be found, or who may seek rctuge within their Zemimlan* 

Of course, all persons directly concerned in the preservation of the 
peace, and the administration of criminal justice, are under an express 
obligation to activity in this respect. Such a duty is east upon heads of 
villages, by the unrepealed Sections 8 & D of Keg. XI of 381G. (3. Mad. 
H. C. Appx. 80.) 

Again, under s. 138 of the Crim. P. C. 

“It shall be the duty of every person who is aware of the ontmnbMoii nt 
any offence made punishable undei Sections 382, 392 to JUKI, 4i»2, 435, put, 
449, 430, 4 (!Ij to 470 of the Indian Penal Code, to give information oi tin 
same to the ncaieafc Police officer, whenever he shall have mason t<> behovi 
that if such infoimation be withheld, the person who committed tin* oth no 
may not be brought to justice, or may have his escape facilitated. ’ 

Under this Section a peison is hound to give infnnunfion of .1 hmiMi- 
hieakmg, but not of a theft 01 murder. (5 It .1 P, 1 DO.) 

It is also to be remarked, that whereas ss, 118-120 only refer to 
information relative to the commission of offends, ss. 176 h 177 refer 
to any* information which the party is legally bound to afford, Kur 
instance, if n tahsildar were called on to leport upon the statu of the 
crops in his division, or a curmim were directed to supply inhumation 
as to the assessments of his village, any mis-statement ur roneeulment 
would be ruminal under these sections, even though no interested 
motive ronld be shown. Of course, wheieuo such motive appeared, it 
would require conclusive evidence to show that the party was in ac- 
tual po^essionof the information, before any conviction could he oh 
tained. No crime will be committed under those sections, where a 
public officer through negligence is destitute of the knowledge which 
by proper diligence he might have acquired. 

The word *oatV is defined in s. .71, so as to include all solemn of' 
firniations* and declarations, whether intended to be used in n Court of 
Justice of not. The offence referred to in a. 178 will however in 
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ti.siai.il tii! committed iu Judicial proceedings. 'J he same i emails 
apply to the ensuing Sections 179-IS1. 

183. Whoever offeis any resistance to tlio taking 
Resistance to of any property by the lawful authority 
the taking of pio- 0 f a]1 y public servant, knowing or 
lui authority ot a having reason to believe that lie is 
imbhe seivaut. such public servant, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to six months, or with fine which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees or with both. 

1S4. "Whoever intentionally obstructs any sale of 
Obstructing sale property offered for sale by the lawful 
of property oiieied authority of any public servantas such, 
ty ot a public ber- shall be pumsked with imprisonment 
v ‘ lut - * of either description for a term which 

may extend to one month, or with fine which may 
extend to live hundred Rupees, or with both. 

18.). Whoever, at any sale of propciLy hold by 

illegal pm cka* tlio lawful authority of a public ser- 
•" piupoify vant as such, purchases or bids for any 
rtutiionty of ji pub- property on account ot any person, 
lie her v, nit. whether himself or any other, whom 

ho knows to be under a legal incapacity to purchase 
that property at that sale, or bids for such property 
not intending to perform the obligations under which 
ho lays himself by such bidding, shall bo punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a^ternx 
which may extend to one month, or with fine which 
may extend to two hundred Rupees, or with both. 


Whole property is sold for arrears of lent, it was formerly not com- 
petent for the defaulters or their sureties to purchase it. (Reg. 
XXVlll of 1802, s. 27.) Nor could property distrained for arrears be 
purchased by the distiainers or appraisers. (Reg. XXVlll of 1802, m. 
2G ) iiut no corresponding provisions are contained in the Madras 
Rent Act, VIII of 1865 (Madras) which icpeals Reg. XXVlll 
of 1802. 

A mock bidding for a lease of a fairy, set up to auction m!" by a 
■Magistrate, was held to come mulct this section 0 R. J & R- ^S.) 
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186. Whoever voluntarily obstructs any public 
tin ' ub aervail t in the discharge of his public 

Uc servant in ^Us- functions, shall be punished with im- 
chMge of hw pub- prison ment of either description for 
a term which may extend to three 
months, or with fine which may extend to five hun- 
dred Rupees, or with both. 

Escape from lawful custody is not punishable under this auction ; 
the charge should be under s. 224. [2 Bomb. II. C. 134.) 

187. Whoever, being bound by law to render or 

„ . , furnish assistance to any public ser- 

wst pubhe «eiv»nt vant m the execution or Ins public 
when bound by law duty, intentionally omits to give such 
assistance, shall be punished with sun- 
pie imprisonment for a term which may extend to 
one month, or with fine which may extehcl to two 
hundred Rupees, or with both ; and if such assistance 
be demanded of him by a public servant legally com • 
petentto make such demand for the purposes of exe- 
cuting any process lawfully issued by a Court of 
Justice, or of preventing the commission of an offence, 
or of suppressing a riot or affray, or of apprehending 
•a person charged with or guilty of an offence or of 
having escaped from lawful custody, shall be punish- 
ed with simple imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to six months, or with fine which may extend 
to five hundred Rupees, or with both. 

See as to the word “offence,” Act IV of 1867, s* 1. 

The person “bound by law to render assistance” under a, 187 will 
in general be public officials. There are however some cases in which 
even private persons are bound to render assistance. 

A warrant may be addressed to a private person, and he will be 
justified m acting under it- But he is not bound to execute it »nd 
may refuse to have anything to do with it* (2 Iialc UO.) But 
where an officer is entrusted with a warrant, and engaged in it* exe- 
cution, or even where he is acting lawfully without a warrant, he is 
authorized to call all pnvate persons to his assistance; 

“For every man in such cases is bound to be aiding and assisting to these 
officers upon their charge and summons in prte&ei vmg the peace, and appro* 
bending of malefactors, specially felons And if any being thereunto called 
hall not give their assistance, they they are to be punishedby hue and impri- 
sonment.* (2 Hale 80.) r 

And so under the Or. F, (\ 82. 
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14 Eveiy person is bound to assist a Magistrate or Police officer demand- 
ing his aid in the prevention of a breach of the peace, or m the suppression 
of a riot or affray, or in the taking of any other person whom such Magistrate 
or Police officer is authorised, to arrest.” (See Reg v. Sherlock. I LR« 
CC. 20 ) 

Hue and cry is the old common law term foi an immediate general 
pursuit, made freshly after the commission of a felony, in which it 
was the duty, not only of all Constables, but also of all private per- 
sons above fifteen, the inhabitants of the district, to join, on penalty of 
fine and imprisonment. This hue and cry might be set on fool by 
the warrant of a Justice of Peace, but this is not necessary, for it 
may be raised by any private person who knows of the felony. The 
party injured, or other person capable of giving information, should 
proceed at once to the Constable of the district, and give him a full 
account of the circumstance of the case, and a description of the 
person accused, ao as to enable him to judge whether a hue and cry* 
ought to be raised. Thereupon pursuit will be made, and as every 
one is bound to join in it, so every one who doeB join in it is protected, 
even though it turns out that there was no felony committed, or that 
the persons suspected are wholly innocent. But those who raise hue 
and cry without sufficient cause will be punishable with fine and 
imprisonment. (2 Hale 98. 102 ) 


The Cr. P. C. s. 100. cl 4 gives a Police Officer power to arrest 
without warrant “ any person against whom a hue and cry has been 
raised of Ins having been concerned in any offence stated in Sche- 
dule 8.” Nothing is laid down, however, as to the nature of a hue and 
cry, or the process by which it is raised. 

188. Whoever, knowing that, by an order pro- 
mulgated by a public servant lawfully 
an^rd^duly 0 ^- empowered to promulgate such order, 
nmigated by a j g directed to abstain from a certain 
public servant. ac ^ or cer t a i n order with cer- 


tain property in his possession or under his manage- 
ment, disobeys such direction, shall, if such diso- 
bedience cause or tends to cause obstruction, annoy- 


ance, or injury, or risk of obstruction, annoyance, or 
injury, to any person lawfully employed, be punish- 
ed with simple imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to one month or, with fine which may extend 
to two hundred Eupees, or with both ; and if such 
disobedience causes or tends to cause danger to 


human life, health, or safety, or causes or tends to 
cause a riot or affray, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to six months, or with fine which may 
extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 
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Whei e increased punishment is iullietedunder the last clause, the find- 
ing must stale facts to show that the case contains elements ot aggrava- 
tion to w, n rant the punishment. [3. Bomb. Cr. 32.) 

Explanation . — It is not necessary that the ollumlor 
should intend to produce harm, or contemplate his 
disobedience as likely to produce harm. It is sulli 
cient that he knows of the order which Ins disobeys 
and that his disobedience produces, or is likely to 
produce harm. 

Illustration. 

An order is promulgated by a public servant lawfully empowered to 
promulgate such order, directing that a religious procession shall not 
*paas down a certain street. A knowingly disobeys the order, and 
thereby causes danger of riot. A has committed the offence defined 
m tho Section. 

The validity of the order is immaterial, provided the order is pro- 
mulgated by a public servant who has jurisdiction bo pass it. But 
where the older is given by a person who had no authority what- 
ever to pass such an order, the person against whom it is direct- 
ed would be entitled to treat it as a mere nullity, (5 Bomb, U* Ch 
<j*. $1.) For instance, a Magistrate has power to order a person to re* 
fiani from interfering with property claimed by another, but he has 
no power to older property to be sold, and any person affected by 
such order would be justified in setting it at nought. 

u It shall be lawful for any Magistrate by a written order to direct any 
person to abstain from a certain act, or to take certain order with certain 
property in bis possession or under his management, whenever such Mstgia* 
trate shall consider that such direction is likely to prevent or tends to pre- 
vent obstruction, annoyance, or injury, or risk of obstruction, annoyance, or 
injury to any person lawfully employed, or is likely to prevent or tends to 
prevent danger to human life, health or safety, or is likely to.prevent or tend# 
to prevent a riot or an affray .** (Cr. P. 0. a. 

This section embraces many cases which in England would be Galled 
nuisances, and authorises the Magistrate in such cases to interfere sum- 
marily It does not justify him in interfering with the exjercisc by a 
landholder for instance, of any of hie ordinary civil rights, merely because 
such exercise might require vigilance on the part of the Police, and 
might, m the absence of such vigilance, lead to an affray. Therefore it 
was held that an order prohibiting a Zemindar from holding a market 
upon this estafcp, was not a legal order under s. G2 of tho Cr. P* C- 
(5 K. J & P. 255.) Nor can it be applied to cases falling under the 
term of s. 320 of the Cum. P, C. (3 Mad. H. C. Appx. 23.) 

“ Whenever the Magistrate of the District or of a division of a District, 
Consider that any unlawful obstruction or nuiwance should be removed from 
lay thoroughfare or public place, or that any trade or occupation, by reason 
b eing injurious to the health or comfort of the community, should be 
fSMWSeed; or shoidd be removed to a different place, or that the construe- 
or the disposal of any combustible substance, as likely 
ccnaflagration, ‘“should lie prevented, or that any build mg is in 
Mich a TOikuess that it to lively to fall, add thereby cauu injury 
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pci son« passing by, and that its removal m consequence is necessary, or that 
any tank or -well adjacent to any public thoroughfare should be fenced in such 
a mauner as tp prevent danger arising to the public,— he may issue an order 
to the person causing such obstruction or nuisance, or carrying on such trade 
m occupation, or being the owner or in possession of, or having control oVer, 
such building, substance, tank oi well as aforesaid, calling on him, within 
ft time to be fixed m the order, to remove such obstruction or musdnca* or 
to suppress or remove such trade or occupation, or to stop the construction of 
such building, or to remove it, or to alter the disposal of such substance, or to 
fence such tank or well, (as the case may be) or appear before himself or some 
other officer exercising the powers of a Magistrate or of a Subordinate Magis- 
trate of the first class "within the time mentioned in the ordei, and show cause 
why such oitler should not he enforced.” (Cum. P. C s. 308, as amended 
by Act VI 11 of 1809). 

On these two Sections the Bengal High Court m a recent case 
remarked. 

« We have come to the conclusion that these two Sections are not in con- 
flict with each other, and also that they are not, properly speaking, alternatives,* 
The essential difference between them is, that s. 308 expressly dnects that 
the mjunctional order of the Magistrate should, m cases to which that 
Section applies, beau order nu>i so to speak, that is an order accompanied by 
a condition that it is not to operate, if the party show cause within a speci- 
fied time, why tiie order should not be obeyed , while, on the other hand, 
a. 62 speaks only of an order absolute, without saying that the party is to be 
afforded an opportunity for showing cause against the order. In cases 
falliug under either one Section or the other the order must be in wilt- 
ing. This is e^piessed m so many words by the piovisions of s. 82, and it ies 
also impelled by the terms of s, 308, followed as it is by the piovisions which 
appear in s 809. Now it appears to us that, in these two cases, it is not 
necessary that we should determine exactly what is the meaning or scope 
of s. 62. It is enough for ns to say, that m our judgment, if any part of the - 
ground covered by that Section also falls within the scope of s. 308, then the 
Magistrate must conform to the more particular directions of the latter See* 
tion, and it is not sufficient that he should comply merely with the general 
words of the former. That is, he cannot choose whether he will issue an ordfer 
without a condition, or whether he will issue an order with a condition, hut 
is hound in *11 cu*ws which fall within the operation of s, 308, to comply with 
provisions of that Section .* |1. B.A* Or. 23. 4. Mad. H. C. Appx. 36.) 

Under either Section, u the order ought to contain a clear statement 
of the facts which the Magistrate, in the exercise of his judicial dis- 
cretion, considers to constitute tbe material facts of the case, and upon 
the footing of which he has made the order. ” (1 B. A. Or. 23 ) 

See also Act XXIV of 1859 (Madras Police) s. 49, and Acl V of 
1861 (General Police) ss. 30-32 as to orders given by the Police"* iff 
regard to obstructions in the public highways. 

u A ay Magistrate may enjoin any person not to repeat or continue of 
public nuisance.” (Cr, P. C. s 63.) 

See also the various Acts for the conservancy and improvement of 
the Presidency Towns, ante , p. 11., Municipal Rates* 

All the above enactments refer to cases in which the acts are prtmd 
facie lawful, butare undertheir peculiarcircumstancesrightlyprohibited* 
from their tendency to endanger the peace or safety of the public. For 
instance, a person has a perfect right to let, his house go to ruin, if he 
likes it ; but if his ruinous house adjoins the public highway, a new 
consideration arises, apart from that of privatV property, and the owner 
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way faiily be ordered to repair hia house, or to pull it down. So in the 
case of a public procession, winch is put m the illustration, where an 
act lawful in itself, is prohibited on account of the danger winch it may 
cause to the public tranquillity. (1 Mad* HL C. 50,) 

It will be observed that the Magistrate has only power to direct or 
forbid certain acts; he cannot create or decide rights, which are ex- 
clusively for the decision of civil tribunals. He is also limited to cer 
tain grounds of interference, viz , obstruction, annoyance or injury to 
the public, and where these do not exist, or may not fairly be appre- 
hended, he has no authority to interfere* (4 Mad. H, C, Appt, 6 ) On 
the other hand his orders cannot be cancelled by those ol the civil au- 
thorities, as they rest on grounds which do not come within civil cog- 
nisance. The Civil Judge decides upon the rights of the parties before 
him, utterly irrespective of the consequences which may flow from the 
Exercise of those rights. The Magistrate may admit the existence of 
the rights which have been adjudicated on by the civil power, and yet, 
on grounds of over-ruling public policy, declare that the exercise of those 
rights must be suspended. 

A very common instance in which these questions have been dis- 
cussed is in regard to the right to go with processions or insignia on 
the public highways. Ptirnd facie every individual has a right to 
pass along the public highways in any manner, and with any number 
of attendants he chooses, provided he does no injury to any one else, 
And the fact that he ha 3 never done so before is no reason why he 
should not do so now, Accordingly the Madras Sudder Court ruled 
that a priest had a right to pass with a palanquin in procession 
through the high street of Salem, accomptanied by his disciples, hands 
of music, banners, 82 c., and laid it down that, u such right is inherent 
in every subject of the State, not requiring to be created by sunnud or 
patent, and it lies upon those who would restrain him in its exercise, 
to show some law or custom having the force of law, depriving him of 
the privilege.” (Mad. Dec* 219 of 1857.) 

On the other hand the same Court has ruled that the orders of a 
Magistrate* forbidding processions or the like, are conclusive until with** 
drawn, not as to the right, which they do not affect, but as to the 
exercise of the right, and that such orders can neither be cancelled by 
the Civil nor Sessions Court, since neither of these tribunals are res* 
ponsible for the public safety. (Mad. Dec, 214 of 1858, Mad. Dec. 
208 of 1860, 1 Mad. H. C. 50 affd., BA. 40 of 1864 per Scotland, 
C. J. and Frere, J., November 21 , 1864.) But such order may be 
withdrawn by a subsequent Magistrate, for he is, for the time being, 
the only fitting judge of what the public interests require. (F, M* 
P, 18 of 1860, 1 March 1860.) 

A very important question may arise as to whether a Magistrate 
should invariably prohibit certain acts, merely upon the ground that 
they may endanger public tranquillity. There may be cases in which 
religious or political bigotry will render it certain that a disturbance 
will ensue upon the exercise of certain rights, and yet it may be the 
duty of the Magistrate to support the parties who claim that exercise 
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in the face of all opposition. For instance, the establishment of a 
Christian place of worship in a Brahmin’s village, and the attendance 
of Native converts at Divine worship might be certain to produce a 
breach of the peace, and yet it would, I conceive, be the duty of 
the Magistrate to call out an armed force, if necessary, rather than 
to allow unoffending persons to be intimidated out of their lawful privi- 
leges. I imagine the true lule to be, that where the exercise of a 
right is a mere luxury, the tempoiaiy denial of which would not 
practically interfere with a man’s general rights as a subject, he may 
fairly be forbidden to enforce his rights at the risk of public distur- 
bance. But where the right is one of a substantial nature, Which enters 
into the daily usages of life, there the Magistrate is bound to support 
the subject against illegal opposition. Tranquillity ought not to be 
maintained by a sacrifice of libeity. For instance, I conceive the 
Magistrate ought, at all hazard, to support every sect in the practice 
of their religious rites, in such places as are set apart for them. This 
is a substantial right , but if they wish to parade about the streets 
with the symbols of their faith, tins is a mere luxury, and may fitly be 
refused, it it is Jjkely to be attended with a distuibance. In one of 
the cases I have mentioned above (F.M.P. 57. of IB 59) the dispute was 
as to the right of a certain low caste in Tmnevelly to carry their 
corpses to burial along the public road, there being admittedly no 
other. In that case it seems to me that the right claimed was of so 
substantial a natuie that all possible aid should have been given in its 
support It is evident that in all these cases half the opposition would 
die away, when it was known that Government was not enlisted in its 
favour. Nothing foateis caste prejudice like Magisterial countenance* 

189. Whoever holds out any threat of injury to 
Threat o£ injury any public servant, or to any person 
to a public servant. j n whom he believes that public ser- 
vant to be interested, for the purpose of inducing 
that public servant to do any act, or to forbear or de- 
lay to do any act, connected with the exercise of the 
public functions of such public servant, shall, be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to two years, or with fine, 
or with both. 

I conceive that the injury referred to in the above Sections need 
not necessarily be an illegal injury, and that any threat of barm which 
is not the lawful result of the act itself, is prohibited. For instance, 
it is perfectly lawful to prosecute a public servant for bribery. But if 
a suitor were to threaten a Moonsiff with disclosure of an act of bri- 
bery, in order to influence his decision in a suit pending before him, 
this would be a criminal act. If however an official weie about to per- 
form an illegal act, it would not be criminal to threaten that he should 
be reported and held up to the displeasure of his superiors. For 
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this would be merely the lawful lcsult of the art which he was curr* 
milting. 

190. Whoever holds out any threat of injury to 

Threat of injury a ?Y Pf S011 f ° r th ° P^WOSO of hldu 
to induce axiy per- cing that person to retrain or desist 

applying^ p™- from “ akin S a lc g al application for 
tectiontoa public protection against any injury, to any 
hervant. public servant legally ouipowoml as 

such to give such protection or to cause such protec- 
tion to be given, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to one year, or with fine, or with both. 

CHAPTER XI. 

OF FALSE EVIDENCE AND OFFENCES 
AGAINST PUBLIC J USTICE. 

191. Whoever being legally bound by an oath, 

ox by any express provision of law to 
^Oivmgfaneevi- s t a t e the truth, or being bound by law 
to make a declaration upon any sub- 
ject, makes any statement which id false, and which 
he either knows or believes to be false, or does not 
believe to be true, is said to give false evidence. 

Explanation 1. — A statement is within the moan- 
ing of the Section, whether it is made verbally or 
otherwise. 

Explanation 2. — -A false statement as to the belief 
of the person attesting is within the meaning of tho 
Section, and a person may be guilty of giving false 
evidence by stating that he believes a thing which he 
does not believe, as well as by stating that he knows 
a thing which he does not know. 

Illustrations . 

(a) A, in support of a just claim which B has against Z for on» 
thousand Rupees, falsely swears on a trial that he heard Z admit the 
justice of B's claim. A has given false evulonce, 

( b ) A, being, bound by an oath to state the truth, states that he 
believes a certain signature to be the handwriting of Z, when he does 
not believe it to be the handwriting of Z. Here A states that which 
he knows to be false, and therefore gives false evidence. 



FALSE EVIDENCE. 


189 


(c) A, knowing the general character of Z’s handwriting, states 
that he believes a certain signature to be the handwriting of Z ; A m 
good faith believing it to be so. Here A’s statement is merely as to 
his belief, and is true as to his belief, and therefore, although the sig- 
nal ure may not be the handwriting of Z, A has not given false evidence. 


(rf) A, being bound by an oath to state the truth, states that h$ 
knows that Z was at a particular place on a particular day, not know- 
lug any thing upon the subject A gives false evidence whether Z was 
at the place on the day named, or not. 

(e) A, an interpreter or translator, gives or certifies as a true inter- 
pretation or tianslation of a statement or document which he is bound 
by oath to interpret or translate truly, that which is not, and which he 
does not believe to be a true interpretation or translation. A has given 
false evidence 


192 . Whoever causes any circumstance to exist, 
or makes any false entry in any book 
cvdence atlDB fl ' Se 01 ’ record, or makes any document 
containing a false statement, intend- 
ing that suck circumstance, false entry, or false state- 
ment may appear in evidence in a judicial proceed- 
ing, or in a proceeding taken by law before a public 
servant as such, or before an arbitrator, and that 
such circumstance, false entry, or false statement, so 
appearing in evidence, may cause any person, who 
in such proceeding is to form an opinion upon the 
evidence, to entertain an erroneous opinion touching 
any point material to the result of such proceeding, 
is said “ to fabricate false evidence.” 


Illustrations . 

(а) A puts jewels into a box belonging to Z, with the intention that 
they may be found in that box, and that this cucumstanee may cauBe 
Z to be convicted of theft. A has fabricated false evidence. 

( б ) A makes a false entry in his shop book for the purpose of ysing 
it as corroborative evidence in a Court of justice. A lias fabiicated 
false evidence. 

Co) A with the intention of causing Z to be convicted of a criminal 
conspiracy, writes a letter in imitation of Z’s hand-writing purporting 
to be addressed to an accomplice in such criminal conspiracy, and puts 
the letter in a place which he knows that the officers of the Police are 
hkley to search. A has fabricated false evidence. 

The two previous Sections, go very much beyond the old criminal 
law as to perjury. Perjury at common law could only be committed 
where the false statement had reference to somo judical proceeding. 
Hence where statutes provided for solemn declarations being made, 
or oaths taken in non-judicial proceedings, as for instance under the 
Marriage Act, it has been customary to add a clause, extending the 
penalties of perjury to any falsehood contained in such declaration. 
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Under the present act the distinction only exists in reference to the* 
degiee of punishment imposed. 

Section 191 includes all cases in which a party is expressly bound 
to make a statement, and a true statement* It does not apply to 
merely voluntary statements such as form the basis of a contract. Nor 
to false statements in a complaint to the Police. (3 R. .1. & P. 25.) A 
merchant who returns his income to the Income-tax Commissioner* fin 
assessment, is making a statement which he is bound b\ law to make, 
and to make truly. And so it would be in the case of a prison who 
fills up untiuly the municipal assessment paper which is sent to 
Mm, or who gives false answers to questions put to him by a R«*gis 
trai of deeds under Act XX of I860. (2 R. C. 0. CR 61.) Hut a 
horse dealer who makes a false statement as to the soundness of a 
horse would not come under this section. He is not bound by an 
t oath, or anything equivalent , there is no express provision of law 
which binds him to state the truth, nor is he bound by law to make 
any declaration at all upon the point. 

The word 4 oath 3 is defined in s. 51 

The offence will equally have been committed whether the state- 
ment was known to be false, or was put forward as true, without 
any reason to conceive it to be true. But it must appear that the 
statement was deliberate and intentional. This can in general only he 
judged of by the surrounding circumstances. Where a witness falsely 
asserts or denies a fact of which he must be cognisant, which he can- 
not well have forgotten, and which is so important that his attention 
must have been dnected to it, there can be little doubt that he has 
perjured himself. But on the other hand great allowances must be 
made for a man who has been kept a whole day under the ordeal of 
examination, cross-examination, and re-examination ; who has been 
questioned minutely as to complicated transactions, which ha may have 
forgotten, or taken up erroneously from the first ; and who is plunged 
into that pardonable perplexity and confusion, to which a practised 
advocate will often reduce the most honest witness. And hence it m 
an invariable rule, that the whole of a deposition or affidavit is to be 
taken together, and one part explained by the other, or even by a sub 
sequent answer. For till this is done, you. have not got at the full 
meaning of the witness. (Arch* 7 10.) 

The Act is silent as to the amount of evidence which is necessary 
to procure a conviction* and in this respect 1 presume the law will 
remain as it does at present. By English law perjury must be proved 
by two witnesses, or by one witness confirmed either by a written docu- 
ment, or by some material and relevant facts which contradict the state- 
ment upon which the perjuiy is assigned. For otherwise there would 
be merely oath against oath, and the presumption of innocence would 
turn the scale m favour of the prisoner. (Arch. 245. 713.) And, 
this rule is recognised by the Indian Evidence, Act II of 1855, s. 23, 
and has been maintained by the High Court in Bengal. \ 1 R, C. G\ 
CB. 95. 3 WR« 00, 23.) and see ante p. 99. note tos. 121. 

Under Beg. Ill of 1826, proof that a party had given two directly 
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conti adictoiy depositions was sufficient to secure a conviction for per- 
jury, without showing which of them was in fact untrue. But this 
Regulation has been repealed by Act XVII of 1862. Accordingly it 
was laid down by the Madras Sudder Couit, that, “ on a prosecution 
under s. 193 of the Indian renal Code, for intentionally giving false 
evidence in a judicial proceeding, it will not be sufficient merely to. 
show that the defendant’s statement is opposed to some other made 
by him on oath or aflumatiou, but it must be shown that such 
statement was false, and that the defendant knew it to be so.’* 
(Sudder Court Rules, 2Sth Apiil 1862.) So in Calcutta. (1 IU & 

JP, 65, 24A ) But both Courts are now agreed that m such a case, 
where peijuiy is charged upon each of the contradictory statements and 
it is impossible to decide which of them is false, there may be a convic- 
tion in the alternative under s. 72. (2 R. C. C. CR. 49. 4 Mad. II. 

C‘ 51.) 

It is hardly necessary to remark that the mere circumstance that 
the same man, at different times, made contradictory statements upon 
the same point, is by no means conclusive proof of guilt. Either 
statement may have been made under the mfluence of forgetfulness or 
misapprehension, or he may, when he made the Becond statement, 
have discoveied the falsity of what he had believed to be true wh?n 
he made the first statement. Still less would it be safe to convict, when 
each statement merely conveys an expression of opinion For instance, 
as to the identification of piopeity, oi ike similauty of hand-writing. 
The statements must relate to matters so necessarily within the know- 
ledge of the paity on both occasions, that one or other statement must 
have been known to he false, when it was made. For instance, if a 
man were at one time to swear that he had been beaten and robbed* 
and at another time were to swear he had neither been beaten nor 
robbed, either assertion may be true, but he must have known one or 
either to be untrue. 

A good deal of the old law upon the subject of perjury turned upon 
the fact that an oath, or an affirmation rendered equivalent to it by 
law, was an essential element of the offence. 

Under the piesent Act an oath is merely one of the forms by which 
a party may be bound to speak the truth. Hence, even if an oath 
were unnecessarily and improperly administered by an incompetent 
person, as for instance, if the Municipal Commissioner should force 
a rate-payer to swear to the truth of his return, still the offence consti- 
tuted by s. 191 would be committed, if the party making the state- 
ment were under a legal obligation to speak the truth even without an 
oath. 

But where some particular ceremony is necessary, as a condition 
without which the person is under no legal obligation to speak the 
truth, the offence of giving false evidence cannot be committed, if that 
ceremony has not taken place. Therefore when the evidence of a 
Native Christian as a witness was given on solemn affirmation, and 
not on oath, the Madras High Court held that he could not be convict- 
ed under a. 193, 
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“ It was essential to piove that the prisoner, at the time lie made the £iN-\ 
statement, was uuder a legal obligation as a witness to state the truth, <uui 
to constitute that obligation in the case of a witness in a judicial pi decoding 
who professes the Christian faith, the sanction of an oath on the Holy Gospels 
is an absolute lequirc men t of the law Act V of 1 S 10, which gives to the 
affiimation made by the prisoner the same legal effect as an oath, applies only 
to persons who are Hindus and Mohamcdana by religion us well as by birth,*’ 
(4 Mad. H. 0. 185) 

Formerly a witness might decline to answer any question which 
tended to eliminate himself. But now he is compelled to ansvwn, 
and although his answer, if true, cannot be used against him, if false 
it will subject him to punishment (Act II ot*1855, s, f»2. 3 Mad. 

H. C. Appx. 29.) 

The offence of fabricating false evidence under s. 192 is confined to 
cases in which the rntmtion of the fabucatoi is to produce t( an errone- 
ous opinion touching any point material to the result.” But whai 
will be the case if the intention is to produce a coirect opinion ? 
Suppose for instance that a shopkeeper who has actuidly supplied a 
peison with goods, but ha9 no entry in Ins books, were to forge au 
entiy as corroboiative evidence. The result would be to induce the 
Judge to come to a perfectly sound view of the point "in issue ; viz., 
whether the articles had been supplied* But he would have been led 
to an erroneous opinion, not as to the result of the pioeeetlimr, but as 
to a point material to the result , viz., whether the plaintiff's books 
contained Such an entry as might naturally be looked for under the 
circumstances- Bo that the real meaning of the section is, just as the 
old law upon perjury was, that t,he false statement must be upon a 
point material to the issue. It will be observed that in this respect 
there is a difference between ss. 191 and 193 on the one hand, and a. 
192 and the subsequent Sections 197 to 200 on the other hand. In 
the former sections the offence of giving false evidence is made to con* 
siat in giving any false statement, and nothing is said as to its being 
n statement material to the point. The omission is evidently inten- 
tional, since m the original draft, (s, 188) the words “ touching any 
point material to the result" were introduced. And so it has beet* 
ruled, that the materiality of the subject-matter of the statement is not 
a substantial part of the offence of giving false evidence under as. 191 
and 199. (Reg. v. Aidrus Sahib, 1 Mad. H C. 38. 2 R. C. 0. CR. 
65.) Where however a criminal indictment is based upon a false 
statement as to a wholly immaterial fact, it will often be successfully 
contended that the knowledge of its falsity, which is necessary to secure 
conviction, has not been made out. Where a party deliberately makes 
an untrue statement as to a very material circumstance, to which his 
attention is likely to have been directed, and when this false statement 
is tor his own benefit, or for Lhat of the person calling him, it may be 
assumed that he knew he was deposing falsely. But no such pre- 
sumption can arise, wheic the point was irrelevant, and one upou 
which he might have answered either way, with equal absence of result. 
In such a case a Court would seldom be justified in exercising the 
powers of committal vested in it by the Cr, F. C. a, 169 post p. 145,. 

Even under 192, false evidence which is material will be indict 
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*ble, though it ought not to have been admitted at all, as not being in 
accordance with the principles of evidence. For instance, where a 
witness was called to contradict a previous witness upon a point which 
only went to his ciedit, it was ruled that he might be indicted for 
perjury, since his evidence was mateiial, though, being on a collateral 
point, it ought not to have been received. (Reg. v Gibbons, 31 L. 
J. MC. 98. L & C. 10D.) And so it would be, if a witness gave a 
false statement as to the contents of a writing, although he ought 
never to have been asked the question. 

Anything will constitute a statemsnt under s. 192, if it purports 
to embody a fact, and is capable of being used as evidence. For 
instance, the fabrication of a bill of lading with the Captain’s name to 
it would be a statement by him that he had received certain goods on 
board the ship. A question may however arise, where the document is 
a genuine one, but some addition involving a statement is made to it. 
Suppose the case of an assignment of land, perfectly genuine, coming 
in evidence before a Court. Would it be a fabrication of false evidence 
to put a dead man’s name to the bottom of it, For the purpose of giving 
it the ciedit of another witness? The definition of a document in s 29, 
{ante p. 21) seems to enable the Court to treat any false statement, 
though only a portion of a writing, as a false document, so as to 
support a conviction. Such an act would also amount to forgery under 
s.4G3 

Hut wheie a person made an application for a new trial to a Small 
Cause Court, under s. 21 of Act XI of 1S65, and for that purpose 
put in a memorandum of the grounds of the application, and signed 
a verification clause at the end, and such memorandum was shown to 
be false to the knowledge of the party making it, it Was held that he 
was not punishable under ss. 191 or 192. Itdid not come within 
the terms of s. 191, as he was not bound by oath or by any express 
provision to state the truth in the memorandum, or to make the state- 
ment at all. Nor did it come under s. 192, since, so far as the memo- 
randum contained a statement of fact, it operated not as evidence, but 
merely as a statement of what the applicant was prepared to prove by 
evidence. (2 E. A. Cr. 1.) 

On the other hand the Civ. Pro. Code, (Act YIII of 1859, s. 24) 
expressly provides that — 

u If any plaint written statement, oi declaration, inquired by this Act to 
ho verified, shall contain any averment which the person making the verifica- 
tion shall know or believe to be false, or shall not know or believe to be true, 
such person shall be subject to punishment, according to the provision of 
the law foi the time being in force, for the punishment of giving or fabrica- 
ting false evidence.” (See ss. 27. 123.) 

To sustain a charge under this section some express clause must 
be shown which requires a statement to be verified. Therefore it is not 
indictable to make a false statement in an application under s. 119, 
to have a civil suit reheard, after an exparte decree, (5 11. 0. 

OR, 58.) 
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193. Whoever intentionally gives false evidence 
in any stage of a judicial proceeding, 

false" endTuce. lor <> r fabricates false evidence for the 
purpose of being used in .any stage of 
a judicial proceeding, shall bo punished with impri- 
sonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine ; 
and whoever intentionally gives or fabricates false 
evidence in any other case, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to three years, and shall also be liable 
to fine. 

Explanation 1. — A trial before a Court Martial 
or before a Military Court of Request is a Judicial 
proceeding. , 

Explanation 2. — An investigation directed by law 
preliminary to a proceeding before a Court of Justice, 
is a stage of a judicial proceeding, though that inves- 
tigation may not take place before a Court of Justice. 

Illustration . 

A, iu an inquiry before a Magistrate for the purpose of ascertaining 
whether Z ought to be committed for trial, makes ou oath a statement 
which he knows to he false. As this inquiry is a &Uge of judicial 
proceeding, A has given false evidence. 

Explanation 3. — An investigation directed by a 
Court of Justice according to law, and conducted 
under the authority of a Court of Justice, is a stage 
of a judicial proceeding, though that investigation 
may<not take place before a Court of Justice* 

Illustration. 

A, in an inquiry before an officer deputed by a Court of Justice to 
ascertain on the spot the boundaries of land, makes on oath a statement 
which he knows to be k false. As this inquiry is a stage of a judicial 
proceeding, A has given false evidence. 

The phrase “ judicial proceeding” which occurs so frequently in this 
section is no where defined. In general the phrase means a proceeding 
which takes place before a Judge, who is acting in the discharge of 
his office, bee ante p, 51* This is not its meaning here however* The 
word Judge is defined in s. 19, ante p. 17 so as to exclude all officers 
who are not authorized to give definitive judgment. A judicial pro- 
ceeding under this section means « any step taken by the Court in the 
course of administration of justice, in connection with a case pending*” 
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(1 Mail. H, C, 4G ) even though the stage in which the false evidence 
is given is one in which no judgment can be given, and which may 
possibly terminate the case so that no judgment will ever be given. 
For instance, a Police Inspector enquiring into a charge of robbery, 
(See 5 E, J. & P. 107) or a committing Alagistiate investigating a 
case of murder, are not judges within s 19 But the proceeding be- 
fore them is <f a stage ot a judicial proceeding/' because it is carried 
on with a view of bringing the case to a definitive judgment- And so 
are proceedings under a. 318 of the Crim. Pro. C. (3 R. C. C. CR. 
37.) 

But it would be otherwise where the enquiry was conducted for 
some purpose wholly unconnected with the judicial proceeding. For 
instance, where a Magistrate received an anonymous letter, charging 
some persons with murder, and took evidence, not for the purpose of 
tracing the murder, but of ascertaining the author of the letter, it 
was held that the enquiry was not a “ stage of a judicial proceeding,” 
and that a conviction under s. 192 could not be sustained- (IRC. 
C. CR. 71.) 

Hence wher^it appeared that the bailiffs of a Court, twelve in num- 
ber, were constantly called upon to give evidence as to the service of 
summonses in the different cases before the Court, and that it was the 
practice to call them all up at the beginning of each day, and to affirm 
them solemnly to give true evidence in all the cases coming before the 
Court that day, and one of the bailiffs at a later period of the day gave 
false evidence, it was held that he was propeily convicted under s. 193, 
the affirmation being administered in <c a stage of a judicial proceeding.” 
(Reg. v . Venkatachalam Pillai, 2 Mad. H. 0. 43.) But where a Judge 
without any anthority altered the title of a cause, so as to change it into 
another which had never been legally instituted, and after such chaige 
the prisoner was sworn and gave false evidence, it was held that the 
conviction was bad. Cockburn, C. J. said te I think that the alleged 
perjury was committed on the hearing of a cause which had no exis- 
tence, and in which the Judge bad no jurisdiction.” (Reg. v, Pearce. 
32 L. J. M. 0. 75 ) 

Under the Cr. P C. s. 169 £e a charge of an offence against Public 
Justice, described m sa. 193-196, 199, 200, 205-211, or of 

the Indian Penal Code, when such offence is committed before or 
against a Civil or Criminal Court, shall not be entertained in the Cn- 
minal Courts, except with the sanction of the Civil or Criminal Court 
before or against which the offence was committed, or of some other 
Court to which such Court was subordinate. Such sanction may be 
given at any time.” 

The sanction given by the Court should point out the exact words 
which the Judge considers to be false. It should not be a general 
sanction to a prosecution for giving false evidence, otherwise the prose- 
cution may proceed upon statements made by the accused, different from 
those which the Judge held to be false. (5 R. C. C. CR. 58. 61.) 

A sanction granted und&r this section does not permit a Magistrate 
to commit on a charge of forgery, for which sanction would be required 

19 
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under Cv. P. C. s. 170, pod note to s. 463. (4 fi. .1. & P. 167. See 2 
R. C. C. CR. 14.) 

Where such Court thinks it proper to investigate such a charge* the 
Court after making any preliminary inquiry that is necessary, may 
commit the case to a Magistrate having power to try or comnm, who 
shall thereupon proceed according to law, and the Court may send the 
accused person in custody, or take bail for his appearance, and bind 
over persons to give evidence. (Cr. P. C. s. 171.) This preliminniy 
enquiry by the Court may be exparte (5 R. C. C. CR. 19.) Where 
the offence is committed before a Court of Session, it may proceed to 
try the prisoner upon its own charge. (Cr. P. C. s. 172.) Where the 
offence is committed before a Civil Court, and is one triable exclusively 
by the Sessions Court, it may itself commit to the Sessions Ootnt, 
/Cr. P. C. s- 173) and frame a charge, and transmit the record to a 
Magistrate to bring before the Sessions Court. (Cr. P, C. s. 174.) 
But if triable exclusively by a Sessions Court, and committed before a 
Magistrate who has not power to commit to a Sessions Couit, he may 
transmit the case to a Magistrate competent to make such commitment. 
(Ur P. C. s. 175, and see Act XXIII of 1861, ss 1648.) 


Where the accused is a European British Subject;, the Court shall 
send him in custody or take sufficient bail for his appearance Wore 
an officer competent to commit him for trial before the High Court 
[Act XXIII of 1861, b. 20.) 


A person who has been previously convicted of any offence under 
ss. 193, 194 or 195 is also liable to whipping upon a second couvic- 
tion (Act VI of 1864, s. 4.) 


1 94* Whoever gives or fabricates false evidence, 
Giving oi'fabri- intending thereby to -cause , or know- 
eating false evi- mg it to be likely that he will thereby 

to procTue^ convTc- cause > any person to be convicted of an 
tiou of a capital offence which is capital by this Code, 
®^ nee ' shall be punished with transportation 

for life, or with rigorous • imprisonment for a term 

if innocent er- ma y extend to ten years, and 

son be&ereby era- shall also be liable to fine; and if an 
victed and execut- innocent person be convicted and exe- 
cuted in consequence of such false evi- 
dence, the person who gives such false evidence shall 
be punished either with death or the punishment 
hereinbefore described. 


' ; .Under this section a prisoner would not be punishable who gave 
h evidence charging another with murder on the High Sea* since 
that/offeuce though capital, would be capital not under this Code but 
underrate* of England* Act 12 & 13 Viet. c. 96. s. 2 ante p. 8. 
And Acst jf of TfifcJ7. s* 1 dofee not remedy the defect* since the law of 
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England is not a special or local law. (See as. 41, 42 ante. p. 26.) 
Nor am I aware of any special or local law under which capital 
punishment can be inflicted . The same remark applies to the follow- 
ing section* 

See Act VI of 1864, s. 4, supra, note to s. 193. As to thp word 
“ offence*’ in this and the following seciion, see Act IV of 1867* s* L 

195. Whoever gives or fabricates false evidence, 

Giving or fabri- intending thereby to cause, or know- 

oatmg false evi- ing it to be likely that he will thereby 
to procure comic- cause any person to be convicted of an 

* omaha bie ^with °ff ei:lcew hi c hby this Codeis not capital, 
trjmspprtatioii W1 or but punishable with transportation for 
imprisonment. life, or imprisonmentfor aterm of seven 
years or upwards, shall be punished as a person con* 
victed of that offence would be liable to be punished. 

Illustration, * 

A gives false'evidence before a Court of Justice, intending thereby to 
cause Z to be convicted of a dacoity. The punishment of dacoity is 
transportation for life, or rigorous imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to ten years, with or without fine. A, therefore, is liable to 
such transportation or imprisonment with or without fine. 

See Act VI of 1864, s. 4. supra, note to s. 193* 

196. Whoever corruptly uses or attempts to use 

as true or genuine evidence any evi- 
knownlobefaS^ dence which he knows to be false or 
fabricated, shall be punished in the 
same manner as if he gave or fabricated false evidence. 

On an indictment under this Section, the first thing will be to show 
that the evidence was false or fabricated, and next to establish a guilty 
knowledge. The mere fact that the party has produced the false evi- 
dence will in general he enough to throw on him the burden of showing 
his innocence. Accordingly it has been 

4 

44 Held that a debtor producing a witness, who deposed falsely to hie 
hawug witnessed a payment to the creditor, forms sufficient presumptive 
evidence against the debtor to convict him of subornation of perjurer 
(1 M. Dig. 122, § 475.) 

And so in another case, where the party produced the false witness 
in Court through a Vakeel, being himself absent. (1. M. Dig. 171 § 
493.) But where the prisoner was a minor at the time the perjury 
, was committed in his favour, and did not appear to have been person- 
ally concerned in the subornation, though present at the time, and 
profiting by it, he was acquitted. (I M. Dig. 173, $ 485.) 

In a recent case the law upon this point was laid down by Sir Adam 
Bittlsstoa in the following terms «— 
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fai.se evidence 


u It' a person calls witnesses in support of a statement winch ho maket*, 
and causes thoso wibnesses to come into the box for the purpose of giving 
evidence which ho knows to be untrue, and they give that evidence, and 
the jury find that they knew it to bo untrue, that is evidence on which n 
jury may Hnd that he solicited them ; but the jury must be satisfied that 
he knew that the statement which they were called to make must be untrue 
to their own knowledge n (Reg. v. Guugammah, 3rd Madras Siess. IS til),) 

It is not sufficient that he should know or believe the statement to 
be untrue. It is necessary that the witnesses should have the same 
knowledge, for othenvise the evidence is not false, 

197. Whoever issues or signs any certificate ro- 

issuing or sign- <I uired by law to be given or signed, 
mg a faiso certi- or relating to any fact of which such 
'^ Ue ' certificate is by law' admissiblo in evi- 

dence, knowing or believing that such certificate is 
false in' any material point, shall bo punished in the 
same manner as if he gave false evidence. 

19S. Whoever corruptly uses or attempts to use 

TT . ...... any such certificate as a true certifi- 

certificate one cate, knowing the same to be false m. 
i^TateriafpotT ^ material point, shall be punished 
in the same manner as if he gave 
false evidence. 

199. Whoever, in any declaration made or sub- 

„ scribed by him, which declaration any 

made B in S Court of Justice, or any public servant 

ciaration which is or other person, is bound or authorized 
Mevidence C . elva 6 by law to receive as evidence of 
any fact, makes any statement which 
is false, and which he either knows or believes to be 
false or does not believe to be true, touching any 
point material to the object for which the declaration 
is made or used, shall bo punished in the same man- 
ner as if he gave faiso evidence. 

200. Whoever corruptly uses or attempts to use 

Using os tM.0 * B tnie ai Y such declaration, knowing 
any such dockra- the same to be false m any material 
toon knemn to bo point, shall be punished in the same 
manner as if he gave false evidence. 

Mseplanation .- — A declaration which is inadmissi- 
ble merely upon the ground of some informality, is 
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a declaration within the meaning of Sections 199 
and 200. 


Causing disap- 
pearance of evi- 
dence of an offence 
committed, or 
giving false incl- 
ination touching 
it, to scieeathe 
offender. 


201. Whoever, knowing or having reason to be- 
lieve that an offence ( see Act IV of 
1 8 67. s. 1 ) has been committed, causes 
any evidence of the commission of 
that offence to disappear with the in- 
tention of screening the offender from 
legal punishment, or with that inten- 
tion gives any information respecting 
the offence which he knows or believes to false, 
shall, if the offence which he knows of 
fence* capital of ’ believes to have been committed is 
punishable with death, be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to seven years, and 
if punishable with a ] s0 b 3 liable to fine ; and if the 

transportation. . 

offence is punishable with transpor- 
tation for life or with imprisonment which may extend 
to ten years, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
three years and shall also he liable to fine ; and if the 
offence is punishable with imprisonment for any 
term not extending to ten years shall 
with leBBtian ten be punished with imprisonment of the 
years’ imprison- description provided for the offence, for 
m8c6 ' a term which may extend to one-fourth 

part of the longest term of the imprisonment provid- 
ed for the offence, or with fine, or with both. 


Illustration . 

A, knowing that B has murdered Z, assists B to hide tbe body with 
the intention of screening B from punishment. A is liable to impri- 
sonment of either description for seven years, and also to fine. 

The High Court of Bengal has ruled that this section u applies to 
the causing the disappearance of evidence of an offence committed 
by another, not by one’s self.” R* 0. C. Circ* 19.) The person 
who commits an offence, and aftei wards conceals the evidence of it, 
cannot bo punished on both heads of the charge. (3 R. C. 0. Cr, 3.) 

202. Whoever, knowing or having reason to be- 
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lieve that an offence Act IV of 
1867. s. 1.) has been committed, in- 
mation of an of- tentionally omits to give any informa- 
botmc to infornn ° n l * 011 respecting that offence which he 
* is legally bound to give, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to six months, or with fine, 
or with both. 

203. Whoever, knowing or having reason to bo- 

„ . .. . lieve that an offence (see Act IV of 

formation reapect- 1867. s. 1.) has been committed* gives 
mntaa° ffBuee com an y inform ation respecting that offence 
which he knows or believes to bo false, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de- 
scription for a term which may extend to two years, 
or with fine, or with both. 

With the single exception of the clause relating to causing the dis- 
appearance of evidence, these three sections (201-203.) are substan- 
tially the same as ss. 176, 177, 182, for the remarks on which see 
page 129. Sections 118, 120 which slso relate to concealment of cri- 
minal _ acts are directed against persons who intend to facilitate the 
commission of the ciime. 

204. Whoever secretes or destroys any document 

Destruction of whi ? hhe may be lawfully compelled to 
documoot to pre- produce as evidence in a Court of 
Justice or in any proceeding lawfully 
held before a public servant as such, 
or obliterates or renders illegible the whole or any 
part* of such document with the intention of prevent- 
ing the same from being produced or used as evidence 
before such Court or public servant as aforesaid, or 
after he shall have been lawfully summoned or re- 
quired to produce the same for that purpose, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to two years, or with fine, 
or with both. 

^05. Whoever falsely personates another, and 
tr^y^rsouaiion Sl ? c h assumed character makes any 
orthwfnpy«M«{ admission or statement, or confesses 
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any act or proceed- -judgment, or causes any process to be 
„ issued, or becomes bail or security, or 
does any other act in any suit or criminal prosecu- 
tion, shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to three 
years, or with fine, or with both. 


Fraudulent pain or benefit to the party charged is not ail essential 
element in this offence. Therefore a conviction was upheld where the 
1st prisoner was charged with personating the 4th, and the 4th prisoner 
was charged with abetting the personation by the 1st, the facts being, 
that the 4th, to save himself the trouble of laying information before, ft 
Magistrate with regard to the theft of some bullocks, sent the 1st pri- 
soner to do so, and to represent himself as being the 4th. [Exparte, 
Snppakon, 1 Mad. H* C. 450.) And it has been ruled in Bengal thaf 
the offence may be committed even where the prisoner has personated 
a purely imaginary person. (Reg. v, Bhitto Knhar. Jnd. Jur. 123.) 


But the High Court of Madras recently declined to follow that deci- 
sion, saying; ‘^To constitute the offence of false personation under 
s. 205 of the Penal Code, it is not enough to show the assumption of 
a fictitious name. It must also, we think, appear that the assumed 
name was used as a means of falsely representing some other individual. 
The use of au assumed name without more is not an offence. It only 
becomes a crime when connected bv proof with some other act or piece 
of cundnet; and the gist of the oflence of false personation under s. 
205, we think, is the feigning to be another known person. The whole 
language of the seetion clearly imports the acting the part of another , 
person, the actor pretending that he is that person/’ ' 

There are Sections of the Penal Code under which the false assump- 
tion of appearance or character may bean offence, though no individual 
is*meant to be represented, or only an imaginary person. Such are the 
Sections 140, 170, 171, and 415, but they have no application tothe j 
present case, and the last section is made applicable tD personation of 
an maginary person by an express enactment/ 5 (4 Mad- H. C. 18.) 

200, Whoever fraudulently removes, conceals, 
transfers, or delivers to any person 
JKt" conUt: any property or any interest therein, 
ment of property intending thereby to prevent that pro- 
lure^afmfeltnre perty or interest therein from being 
or u execution of taken as a forfeiture, or in satisfaction 
a 0 f a fine, under a sentence winch has 

been pronounced or which he knows to be likely to 
be pronounced by a Court of Justice or other com- 
petent authority, or from being taken in execution of 
a decree or order which has been made or which he 
knows to be likely to he made by a Court of Justice 
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in a Civil suit, shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend 
to two years, or with fine, or with both. 


207. "Whoever fraudulently accepts, receives, or 

Fraudulent claim <J aim . s ^ Property or my interest 
to property to pre- therein, knowing that he has no right 

TtoieitureTm ? r ri S htful claim to such property or 
execution of a de- interest, or practises any deception 
crae ‘ touching any right to any property 

or any interest therein, intending thereby to prevent 
that property or interest therein from being takon as 
*a forfeiture or in satisfaction of a fine under asentencc 


which has been pronounced or which he knows to bo 
likely to be pronounced by a Court of Justice or other 
competent authority, or from being takqn in execu- 
tion of a decree or order which has been made or 


which he knows to be likely to bo made by a Court 
of Justice in a Civil suit, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term 'which 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 


208. Whoever fraudulently causes or suffers a 
Fraudulently anf- decree or order 'to bo passed against 
fering a decree for him at the suit of any person for a, sum 
a Bum not due. 110 t due, or for a larger sum than is 
due to such person, or for any property or interest 
in property to which such person is not entitled, or 
fraudulently causes or suffers a decroo or order to bo 
executed against liim after it has been satisfied, or for 
anything in respect of which it has been satisfied, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de- 
scription for a terra which may extend to two years, 
or with fine, or with both. 


Illustration . 


A institutes a suit against Z, Z, knowing that A is likely to obtain 
a decree against him, fraudulently suffers a judgment to pass against 
him fora larger amount at the suit of B, who has no just claim against 
him, in order that B, either on his own account or for the benefit of Z, 
may share in the proceeds of any sale of Z’s property which may be 
under A’s decree. A has committed an offence under this Section* 

three preceding Sections have the effect of rendering criminal 
all colaelve modes by which creditors, or lawful claimants mny he de< 
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faafed of tfeeir just remedies. By the English Statute 13 Eliz. c. 5, 
auch contrivances were made void as against such persons whose ac- 
tions, suits, judgments or executions weie or might be in any way dis- 
turbed, hindered, delayed, or defrauded. The decisions upon this Sta- 
tute may be of some use in helping to the right construction of the 
present clauses. The whole subject is elaborately discussed in Smith’s 
Leading Cases, Vol. I, to which I shall principally refer. 

'* A person is said to do a thing fraudulently if he deos that thing with 
intent to defraud but not otherwise. 0 (a. 25, ante, p 20.) 

The question, fiaud or no fraud, is always a question of fact, and 
is to be inferred, or may be negatived by the circumstances of each 
particular case. [I Sm. L. C. 11-13) One gi eat test of fraud is to 
inquire whether the appearance and reality of the transaction corres- 
pond. And therefoie where there is a conveyance which is absolute 
in appearance but without any possession following upon it, or wher^ 
there is merely a concurrent possession with the assignor, this will in 
general be deemed conclusive evidence of fraud. There must be an 
exclusive possession under the assignment, or else it will be fraudulent 
and void. [X*Sm. L. C. 11, 12.) 

There are two cases however in which the want of actual posses- 
sion is no fraud. The first is wheie an actual delivering is impossible; 
as in the case of a ship at sea, goods on their way from one place to 
another, &c. Here a symbolical delivery, by a transfer of such docu- 
ments as convey the light to the pioperty is sufficient. (1 Sm. L. 
C- 170 The second case is, where the tenor of the deed does not re- 
quire possession. For instance in many cases of mortgage, by the 
express conditions of the instrument the possession of the property is 
not be changed, therefore the absence of such a change is no 
emblem of fraud- Fraud will only be inferred when possession ought 
to accompany and follow the deed. (1 Sm. L. C. 13.) 

A conveyance will also be fraudulent where it is made voluntarily, 
and without- consideration, when the assignor is at the time insolvent, 
or even in such a state of debt as is likely to terminate in insolvency 
provided the effect of the conveyance is in any material degree to 
diminish his power of meeting his liabilities. (1 Sm. L, C. 20.) Of 
course such ordinary gifts as a man might make, though at the time 
embarrassed, without any deliberate intention ot diminishing the secu- 
rity of hie creditors, would not be criminal. But when the character 
of the assignment is such, that it can only be explained on the sup- 
position of a desire to put property out ol the way of those better 
entitled to it, fraud would necessarily be inferred. And so I conceive 
it would be in all cases ot transfer of any specific moveable property 
actually the subject of litigation at the time. But the act only 
contemplates legal liabilities, and therefore no transfer will be fraudu- 
lent which has merely the effect of preventing the party from complying 
with moral obligations, or discharging debts of honour- 

It makes no difference in the fraud that the obligation which is 
evaded is one derived from another, provided the property transfer* ed 
is legally iiabtc to satisfy it. And therefoie an neiv ot executor majf 
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be indicted under this section for coliusively getting rid of property 
liable to the debts of his ancestor or testator. (1 km. D* 

A voluntary conveyance by a man who is about to be ti ied for any 
crime, where conviction works a forfeiture, will bs fraudulent. Ann 
even considerations of affection will not support the transfer, where 
the object is to remove the propeity from the effect of the sentence ; 
as for instance where the conveyance by a man about to be tried tor a 
felony, was made intrust for the wife. (1 Sin. L. C. 19. ne aaun« 
der’s estate, 32 L. J. Oh. 224. 4 Gift 179 ) But such an assignment 
at any time before conviction will bind the property, if made bondjidt 
and for valuable consideration. (Whitaker i>. Wisbey. 12 C. B. 44. 
Chowne v. Baylis, 81 L. J. Oh. 757. 3L Beav. 351.) Where however 
the assignment was made by a person who, under a mistake of fact 
thought he had committed a crime, when he really had not, it was 
held that the transaction was not illegal, and a re-conveyance to him* 
self was decreed, (Davies a, Otty 34 LJ. Oh. 362.) 

A conveyance will not be fraudulent merely because it deprives 
another of a security which he would otherwise have had, if that i« 
not the object of the act. For instance, there will b* no fraud in a 
'sale by a debtor of his lauded property, for a fair and adequate con- 
sideration, though it will of course* be much less convenient to the 
‘creditors to pursue the purchase money than the property. And it 
would make no difference whatever that the debtor was actually in 
thB tbroes of a law suit. For be is not bound to keep his property m 
one form rather than another for the convenience of his creditors. And 
in England it has been repeatedly held that the fact of such a sale 
having been effected when an immediate execution Was anticipated will 
not vitiate the sale. In one of the late cases upon the point, it appeared 
that a tradesman, expeetiug the execution of a writ issued out of the 
Court of Chancery for payment of costs of a *uifc, effected a sale of the 
whole of his iurnituie and stock in trade. The only document whioh 
passed was a receipt for the purchase money. A few days after the 
purchaser had taken possession, a writ was issued, and a suit waa 
brought by the Sheriff to decide whether the sale was fraudulent 
Kindersley, V, C. said. 

the present day, whatever fluctuations of opinion there may have 
been imfehe Courts of this country as to the construction of that Statute 
(13 Elis. o. 5) it is not a ground for vitiating a sale that it was made with 
a vifew to defeat an intended execution on the goods of the vendor, the 
subjeet of the sale, supposing it was m all other respects bond fide. The 
case of Wood v Pixie (7 Q, B. 892) has settled that at law in the most solemn 
mauner, on s motion for a new trial. With respect to the question whether 
the sale was bond fide^ it was at one time attempted to lay down rules that 
particular things were indelible badges of fraud; but in truth every case 
must stand upon its own footing; and the Court or Jnry must consider 
whether, having regard to all the circumstances, the transaction was a fair 
one, and intended to pass the property for a good and valuable considers* 
fjfcen.” (Hale v. Metropolitan Saloon Omnibus Company, 28. I*. J. Oh. 777* 
%ewr. 492, Uarvill v, Terry, 30 L.J. Ex, 355. 6 H. & N 807. 3Mad. H.C. 28t) 

, Sethis case it will be observed there is merely a change of one spe- 
cie*! &$foperty for another, and the judgment creditor may, if he can 
find tfte take out hie execution just as lie might have done 
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against the goods. But the English law goes further, and holds that 
there is no fraud in an open preference by a debtor of one creditor, 
over another, and that he may tiansfer his property to any creditor he 
chooses, even after the others have commenced their actions, (1 8m, 
L. C, 18,) Accoidingly, where A being iudebted to B and C, after 
being sued to judgment by B, went to C, and voluntarily gave him a 
warrant of attorney to confess judgment, on which judgment was 
immediately enteied, and execution levied on the same day on which B 
would have been entitled to execution, and had thieatened to sue it out, 
it was held that the preference given by A to C was not unlawful- 
Lord Kenyon, C. J. said, 

{t There was no fraud in this case The plaintiff [0) was preferred by his 
debtor (A) not with a view of any benefit to the latter, but merely to secure 
the payment of a just debt to the former, in which I see no illegality or 
injustice, (Holbiid v. Anderson 5 T, R. 235.) 

I conceive that precisely the same construction would he put upon 
s. 206 ) the test being, whether the transfer was intended to procure 
any improper advantage for thedebtor, to the prejudice of his creditor. 
And this is supported by the language of s. 208, which only applies 
to decrees im favour of persons to whom nothing was due, or not so 
much. It would be no fraud to give facilities to enable a band fide 
creditor to hurry a 3uit through to judgment and execution. * 

But a preference in favour of one creditor ovei another will be frauds 
lent, when under the appearance of satisfying a legal claim, the debtor 
really intends to put his property into the hands of a person who wilt ; 
keep it m tmst for him, and protect it tiom seizure. 

i( The law will not allow a.creditor to make use of Ins demand to shield* 
to debtor ; and, while he leaves him in ttatu quo by forbearing to enforce * 
the assignment, to defeat the other creditors by insisting upon it.” (1, 
Sm. L, 0. 17-) 

And so in a case of this sort Baron Bolfe said, 

il In one sense it may he considered fraudulent for a man tn prefer one of f, 
his creditors to the lest, and give hup a security which left his other credit 
tors unprovided for- But that is not the sense m which the law understands 
the term ' fraudulent.’ The law leaves it open to a debtor to make jjis own 
arrangements with his several creditors, and to pay them in such order as he 
thinks proper. What is meant by an instrument of this kind being fraudu- 
lent is, that the parties nevei intended it to have operation as a real instru- 
ment, according to its apparent character and effect. (Eveleigh u. Purssord* 
% M. & R. 541. And see per Lord Rardwiche. i Ves. Ben. 245.) 

It is curious that neither the framers nor the commentators upon 
the Code should have seen any difficulty in these provisiqnS* ( The 
authors of the Act (Report 1 837, Note 9,) dismiss. therh with the sum- 
mary remark that, “ no other part of this chapter seems to require 
comment ; “ while the Commissioners (2nd Report 1847, s.l#2) devote 
a paragraph to criticisms upon the policy of these sections, but do not, 
allude to the manner in which they were to be worked* 

As to the Courts which may take cognisance of these offences, see. 
Or. P, C. s. 169. Ante p. 145. 
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209. Whoever fraudulently or dishonestly, or with 

Dishonestly mat- intent to iniureoranuoy any person, 

ing false claim in a makes in a Court or J ustice any claim 
Court of Justice he knows to be false, shall bo 

punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to two yoars, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

See Cr, P, C, 3, 169, Ante p. 145. 

210. Whoever fraudulently obtains a decree or 

, order against any person for a sum 
taming a decree fur not due, or for a larger sum than IS 
8 Ba ' m “ ot due - due, or for any property or interest 
in property to which he is not entitled, or fraudu- 
lently causes a decree or order to be executed against 
any person after it has been satisfied, or for any 
thing in respect of which it has been satisfied, 
or fraudulently suffers or permits any such act 
to be done in his name, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

See Cr. P. C. 169. Ante p. 145. 

211. Whoever, with intent to cause injury to any 

False charge ot person, institutes or causes to be insti- 

offence made with tilted any criminal proceedings against 
intent to injure. that person, or falsely charges any per- 
son with Having committed an offence, (see Act IV of 
1867, s. 1 and note to s. 224 post p. 168^ knowing that 
there is no justor lawful ground forsuch proceedings or 
charge against that person, shall be punished with im-‘ 
prisonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to two years, or with fine, or with both; and if 
such criminal proceeding beinstitutedon afalse charge 
of an oftence punishable with death, transportation 
for life, or imprisonment for seven years or upwards, 
shall be punishable with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to seven 
years, and, shall also be liable to fine. 

■TfffyeiB a charge was preferred before an Inspector of Police, who 
disbarred and refused to act upon it, an indictment under the above 
sectiod wae sustained. Scotland, C. J. said 
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« To constitute the offence of preferring a false charge contemplated 
in Sec. 211 of the Penal Code, ik it)ia not necessary that that charge should 
be before a Magistrate. It is enough if it appear, as it does in the present 
case, that the charge was deliberately madB before an officer of Police, with 
a view to its being brought before a Magistrate Of course, a mere random 
conversation or remark would not amount to a charge. As to the other 
point it is said that it must appear that the charge was fully heard and 
dismissed. That is not necessary. It is enough in a case like the present 
if it appear, that the charge is not still pending. An indictment for falsely 
charging could not be sustained if the accusation were entertained and still 
remained under proper legal enquiry. Here the facts that the Inspector 
of Police^refused to act upon the charges, and that no further step was taken, 
are enough to bring the case within Section 211 ** (Reg. v Subbana Gounden, 
1. Mad. H C 30. 1 R. C. C. Giro, 7.) 

Where it is established that the charge“pieferred,*or the proceeding 
taken, was known to be wholly without foundation, the law will infer 
an intent to injure. (See ante . p. 92.) And an offence will equally have- 
been committed underthis section, though the intent to injure was not 
the primary intention. As for instance where the principal object in 
making a* false charge was to obtain a reward offered for the convic- 
tion of the offender, or to divert suspicion from the party r Bally guilty. 

The knowledge that the charge was a false one must of course be 
inferred from the circumstance of each case, but this must be judged 
of according to the facts as they were known, or supposed tD be when 
the charge was made, not as they are ascertained by more complete 
inquiry. And accordingly the party accused of making a false charge 
will always be allowed to show the information on which he acted, 
and the rumours, oi even suspicions, which were afloat against the 
person accused. Not of course for the purpose of establishing the 
guilt of the latter, but of showing the bond fides of his own conduet. 
(3 Bomb. H. 0. Or. 16.) 

Rashness in making a charge, which is in fact believed, is not of 
itself indictable* (2 IL C. C. Cr. 11.) But where there is a ready and 
obvious mode of ascertaining the truth of the charge, as for instance 
by personal enquiry from the person on whose information the accuser 
acts, and the opportunity of so doing is neglected by the defendant, 
the absence of enquiry is an element in determining the question 
of the presence or absence of probable cause. What its weigh* may 
be must depend on the circumstances of each case. Therefore where 
the defendant gave A into custody on a charge of felonv, acting on 
information received from B, which was itself derived from 0, and he 
made no enquiry himself from C, and the Judge directed the jury that 
on that state of circumstances there was no reasonable or probable 
cause, the Court of Exchequer Chamber refused to disturb the verdict 
on the ground of mis-direction. (Perryman v. Lister. 3 LR. Ex. 191.) 

The mere fact of an acquittal, even for want of prosecution, is not 
even primd facie evidence of such malice as is necessary to support an 
indictment under this section. (Roscoe, N. F. 445.) 

Where a charge is really well founded, the fact that it is preferred 
merely to gratify personal spite, will not make it indictable, (Broom 
Com. 744.) But, where the accusation turns out to be untrue, evi- 
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dence of actual malice is most important as tending to show that th* 
charge was known to be false. 

A false charge of that which is not an offence, as refusing to give & 
stamped receipt for money, is not indictable, as falsely charging a per* 
son with having committed an offence; (1 Bomb. 1L G. 92* but 
if done with the knowledge that there is no just or lawful ground for 
treating it as an offence, it will be punishable under the lirst clause of 
s- 21 1, as the institution of a criminal proceeding with intent to injure. 
(5 R. C. CL CR. 80 

This section will not apply to a public officer who merely acts, in 
the course of his duty, upon information conveyed to him, even though 
he doubts or disbelieves it. In such a case there could be no intent 
to cause injury. 

tl It; is not competent to a Session Judge, upon a mere perusal of the 
^ original proceedings, to dispose of a case of preferring a false complaint 
before a Subordinate Magistrate ; but a formal trial must be held. 11 (Rules 
of Madras Sudder Court, 28th April 1362.) 

See Cr. P. C. s. 169. ante p 145. 

Any person who is convicted of making a false charge of having 
committed an unnatural offence, he having been previously convicted 
of the same offence, may also be whipped. (Act VI of 1864, «. 4.)> 

The charge which the prosecutor actually intended to bring, and 
not that which was framed by the Magistrate upon his evidence, must 
form the basis of a prosecution under s. 211. If he alleges an assault 
and theft, he cannot be indicted for making a false charge of dacoity. 
(3 R. C. C. CR. 9.) But where the facts stated by the prosecutor 
amount to a particular offence, and no other, and that statement is 
maliciously false, I do not see how his ignorance of the legal aspect of 
those facts can alter the character of his crime. 


212. "Whenever an offence (see Act IV of 1867. 

, 5 , 1 and note to s. 224 post p, 168,) has 
^ Hyb ouring an b een committed, whoever harbours or 
<Na ' 8t * conceals a person whom ha knows or 

has-reason to believe to be the offender* with the in- 
tention. of screening him from legal 
fence* capital °*" punishment, shall if the offence is 
punishable with death, be punished 
with imprisonment of either description, for a term 
If punishable ■which may extend to five yean,' and 
with transporta- shall also be liable to fine ; end if the 
for impnson- offence is punishable with transporta- 
tion for life, or with imprisonment 
, which may extend to ten years, shall 
iStfR&ished with imprisonment of either description 
for a term which may extend to i^oeyenrs, and shall 
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also be liable to fine ; and if the offence is punishable 
■with imprisonment which may extend to one year 
and not to ten years, shall be punished with impri- 
sonment of the description provided for the offence 
for a term which may extend to one-fourth part of 
the longest term of imprisonment provided for the 
offence, or with fine, or with both. 

Exception — This provision shall not extend to any 
case in which the harbour or concealment is by the 
husband or wife of the offender. 

Illustration* 

A, knowing that B has committed dacoity, knowingly conceals B in 
order to screen him from legal punishment. Here, as B is liable to 
transportation for life, A is liable to imprisonment of either descrip- 
tion for a term not exceeding three years, and is also liable to fine 

The, essence of this offence consists in the intention with which the 
act is done. And therefore the bare fact of receiving and assisting an 
offender, if done as a mere matter of humanity to a person in distress, 
and with no attempt to screen him from justice will be no offence. 
(Aich. 10.) The object must also be to screen him from the punish- 
ment due to an offence, and therefore the concealment of a person who 
was supposed to be a runaway debtor, would not be within the terms 
•of s. £12. It would appear too that the offence which is supposed to 
have been committed must be the offence which actually has been 
committed* if a murderer were to induce another to conceal him, by 
a representation that he was pursued for a theft, I doubt very much 
whether stay act would have been done for which the harbourer could 
be indicted. Certainly if indictable, he could not be punished as hav- 
ing concealed a murderer ; for possibly if he had known the enormity 
of his guilt he would have surrendered the criminal at once. He 
could only be punished for the crime which he supposed he was com- 
mitting ; that crime in fact he never did commit, and I do not see how 
he could be made constructively guilty of another crime, siraply"be- 
cause the person whom he admitted was guilty of another offence, of 
which he had no knowledge. 

The offence committed by the primary offender must have been ac- 
tually completed, when the barbouiing takes place. Accordingly a 
man was acquitted who was indicted as an accessary after the fact to 
a murder, when it turned out that he had harboured the felon, after 
the injuries were inflicted, but before the death ; for till death there 
was no murder. [Arch. 11.) But there would he no difficulty under 
this section in indicting the party for having harboured a person whom 
he knew to have voluntarily caused grievous hurt. (s. 326.) Where 
the person harboured has escaped from custody, or where there has 
been an order issued for his apprehension by a public servapt, compe- 
tent to issue it, any person who harbours him with knowledge of such 
escape or order will be indictable under s, 216, avhether he knows the 
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offence Las been committed or not, end even though no offence has in 
fact been committed. 

213. Whoever accepts, or attempts to obtain, or 

&o agrees to accept, any gratification for 
to soreen^n offend- himself.or any other person, or any 
er from punish- restitution of property to himself or 
mm ” any other person, in consideration of 

his concealing an offence, (see Act IV of 1867, >\ 1 
and note to s. 224 posip. 168) or of his screening any 
person from legal punishment for any offence, or of 
his not proceeding against any person for the pur- 
' pose of bringing him to legal punishment, shall, if the 
offence is punishable with death be 
fence** Cipital ° f punished with imprisonment of eithor 
description for a term \vh_ich may ex- 
tend to seven years, and shall also bo liable to fine ; 

if rmiiishiibJe an( * the offence is punishable with 
with trauaporta- transportation for life, or with im- 
impnaoument' nth pnsonment which may extend to ten 
years shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may 
extent to three years, and shall also be liable to fine ; 
and if the offence is punishable with imprisonment not 
extending to ten years, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of the description provided for the offence 
for a term which may extend to onc-fourth part of the 
longest term of imprisonment provided for theoffbneo, 
dr with fine, or with both. 

214. Whoever gives or causes, or offers or agrees 

. to give or cause, any gratification to any 

rJtfSi of'pro- person, or to restore or cause the reeto- 
perty in considers- ration of any property to any person, in 
offend“r. BCreown8 consideration of that person’s concealing 
an offence, (see Act IV of 1867 8. 1 
and note to s. 224 postp. 168) or of his screening any 
person from legal punish mont for any offence, or of his 
."*» . ;«a Pl fei of- ? u ot P roce ^ing against any person for 
the purpoae of bnogiDig ^ Mm to legal 

VC -L 

able death, m §>tu#gfeed with imprisonment of 
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either description for a term which 
w.Ih tranapoS ma Y extend to seven years, and shall 
tion for life, or also be liable to fine ; and if the of- 
inent. impnson " fence is punishable with transporta- 
tion for life, or with imprisonment 
which may extend to ten years, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three years, and shall also be 
liable to fine ; and if the offence is punishable . with 
imprisonment not extending to ten years, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of the description pro- 
vided for the offence for a term which may extend to, 
one-fourth part of the longest term of imprisonment 
provided for the offence, or with fine, or with both. ■ 

Exception . — The provisions of Sections 213 and 
214 do not extend to any case in which the offence 
consists only of an act irrespective of the intention of 
the offender, and for which act the person injured 
may bring a civil action. 

Illustrations . 

(а) A assaults B with intent to commit murder Here, as the of- 
fence does not consist of the assault only, irrespective of the intention 
to commit murder, it does not fall within the exception, and cannot 
therefore be compounded. 

(б) ^assaults B. Here, as the offence consists simply of the act, 
irrespective of the intention of the offender, and as B may have a civil 
action for the assault, it is within the exception, and may be com- 
pounded. 

(c) A commits the offence of bigamy. Here, as the offence is not 
the subject of a civil action, it cannot be compounded. 

(c£) B commits the offence of adultery with a married women. 
The offence may be compounded. • 

So also cases of wrongful restraint ; (3 R. C. C. S, C 14) but house- 
trespass cannot be compounded, as the intention to commit an offence, 
&c, is the essence of its definition. (4 R J. & P. 171.,) See post, p. 162* 

2l5, Whoever takes or agrees or consents to take 
any gratification under pretence or on 
help 8 to S recover account of helping any person to re- 
stoienpropeity ,&c. cover ao y moveable property of which 

he shall have been deprived by any offence punish- 
able under this Code, shall, unless he uses all means 
in his power to cause the offender to be apprehended 
and convicted of ihe offence, be punished with 
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imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to two years ; or with fine, or with both. 

The offence constituted by ss, 213, 214*, consists in the corrupt 
motive which is brought into play as much as in the delay to criminal 
justice ; therefore the mere concealing an offence or not bringing an 
offender to punishment will be no offence under these aectious > unless 
such conduct proceeds from some u gratification, ** obtained or aimed 
at. The word u gratification’* it will be remembered is not restricted 
to pecuniary gratification, or to gratifications estimable in money. Nor 
does it seem to be absolutely necessary that the person to be screened 
should have been guilty of any offence, or even that any offence should 
have been committed, if the facts upon which a charge ought to be 
brought forward are suppressed upon any corrupt consideration* For 
.instance, suppose a man is found with his throat cut, and it comes to 
the knowledge of any person that one of the inmates of the house 
has been seen with bloody clothes, aud that part of the property of the 
deceased was m his possession immediately afterwards, if the person 
possessed of this knowledge were to offer to keep it secret if a sum of 
money were offered him, I conceive he would be guilty of the offence 
of attempting to obtain a gratification in consideration of his not 
proceeding against that other for the purpose of bringing bim to legal 
punishment, even though it should turn out that the deceased had 
really committed suicide. It seems to me that the question would be, 
whether facts which entailed a reasonable suspicion of guilt were 
knowingly suppressed, and their suppression turned into a source of 
illicit gam. (See R. v. Best 2 Mood. C. C. 124. It. v * Got ley. 
Russ. & R. 84). 

It would also appear that the offence is completed when the corrupt 
consideration is accepted, or even when there is an attempt to obtain, 
or an agreement to accept it. If this be so, the fact that the very 
same person afterwards did pi osecute even to conviction would uot 
purge the offence. It was otherwise under the old law as to com- 
pounding felonies. There the offence consisted, not in taking the 
money, hut in letting the delinquent escape. Accordingly where upon 
an indictment for compounding a felony it appeared that the felon had 
actually been prosecuted to conviction by the defendant, an acquittal 
was directed. (R. v . Stone 4 C. & P. 379.) 

The exception annexed io s. 214 is not so clear as might be wished. 
It can seldom be said of any act that it is an offence irrespective of the 
intention of the offender. To take the case of an assault which if 
employed in the illustration. The very definition of the term in s, 
35 1 makes the offence depend upon the intention. 

Perhaps the Code refers to that special intention, which goes beyond 
the act itself, and forms an aggravation of it, and therefore requires to 
ho substantially proved ; as distinct from that infceiittofy which if 
Wtottfly or naturally inferred from the act, and Which therefore 
ifeq&tts no proof* beyond that which establishes the «•*. For in- 
8 whip oyer another, or strikes him with it, 
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primafacie> the act import that intention which makes it an assault or 
criminal force, (as. 850 & 35 1.) The intention may be negatived, as 
for instance by showing that the act was done in jest, but this lies 
upon the defendant. But if a man presents a gun at another, and it 
is alleged that this was an assault with intent to commit murder, here 
the act itself raises the inference that it was intended to cause appre- 
hension of violence, that is, it makes the offence of assault complete. 
But if it is asserted that the person who aimed the gun, actually in- 
tended to draw the trigger, this is an additional intention which re- 
quires additional proof. 

Under s. 271 of the Crim. P. C. a complaint brought under Chap. 
XY of that Code, viz., of a charge triable by a magistrate, and punish- 
able under the Indian Penal Code with imprisonment not exceeding 
six months, (s, 257) may be withdrawn by leave of the magistrate at 
any time before final order. No withdiawal can take place under this* 
section where the offence is punishable With a heavier penally, e. g,, 
house-trespass. (4 K. J. & P* 171.) Nor after a committal by the 
magistrate, (4 R. J & P. 365.) Where, howeVer, after a committal 
for adultery, the husband formally withdrew his charge before the 
Sessions Judge, but the latter refused to allow the withdrawal and 
went on with the case and sentenced the defendant, the High Court 
of Bengal held that the withdrawal ought to have been allowed. (1 R. 
C. C. CR. 3. Circ. 3 ) It is clear that in such a case there could be 
no withdrawal under s. 271. What I understand the Comt to have 
meant, was merely that the Judge, in the exeicise of his discretion, 
ought to have allowed the husband to refrain from offering any evi- 
dence, in which case the accused would have been entitled to an 
acquittal, and not merely to a withdrawal of the charge. And this 
course has in more recent cases been held to be the proper one. (5R. 
C: C, Circ. 5. 5 Bomb. H. C. Cr. 27.) 

It is obvious that withdrawing and compounding a charge are two 
very different things. Many a charge might be withdrawn under s. 
271, of the Crim. P C. which could not he compounded under s. 214 
of the Penal Code, and vice versd. 

It has been ruled by the High Court of Bengal that the doctrine of 
English law by which the right of a civil action is suspended® until 
criminal proceedings have been taken, where an act which causes a 
civil injury is also a felony, has no application in India. [2 R. C- C. 
SC. 12.) 

Section 215 only applies to persons who receive money for the purpose 
of helping another to recover property which has been unlawfully 
taken, but of course any one who instigates such an offence will be 
punishable as an abettor. Great caution will therefore be necessary 
in offering rewards for the recovery of stolen property. Under 2 Geo. 
IV. c. 74, s. 112 it is made an offence to publish any advertisement 
for the return of property, where any words are used purporting that 
no questions will be asked, or that a reward will be paid without 
-seizing or making an inquiry after the person producing such pro- 
perty. The spirit of this act will probably guide the Courts if apy 
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indictment is preferred for the offence of advertising, or offering re* 
wards, Eveiy such advertisement should stipulate for such informa* 
tion as may lead to the apprehension of the criminal. 


216* 


Harbouring in 
offender who has 
escaped from cus- 
tody, or whose ap- 
prehension has 
been ordered. 


"Whenever any person convicted of or charg- 
ed with an offence, (sec Act 1 V <>/’l8(>7. 

t in * 


If a 
fence. 


capital of- 


s. 1 and note to s. 224, post p. 16S) 
being in lawful custody for that offence, 
escapes from such custody, or whenever 
a public servant, in tho exercise of the 
lawful powers of such public servant, orders a certain 
person to be apprehended for an offence, whoever, know- 
ing of such escape or order for apprehension, harbours 
orconceals thatperson with the intention of preventing 
him from being apprehended, shall be punished in the 
manner following, that is to say, if the offence for which 
the person was in custody or is ordered 
to be apprehended is punishable with 
death, h eshallbe punished withimprison- 
meht of either description for a term which may extend 
to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine ; if the 
offence is punishable with transportation for life, or 
imprisonment for ten years, he shall 
be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which 
may extend to three years, with or 
without fine ; and if the offence is punishable with 
imprisonment which may extend to one year and not 
to ten years, he shall be punished with imprisonment 
of the description provided for the offence for a term 
which may extend to one-fourth part of the longest 
term of the imprisonment provided for such offence, 
or with fine, or with both, 

Exception . — This provision does not extend to the 
case in which the harbour or concealment is by the 
husband or wife of the person to be apprehended. 

2 17. Whoever being a public servant, knowingly 
disobeys any direction of the law as to 
Maying « direc- the way in which he is to conduct him- 

SWtSUSt s ® lf a ? 3ach P ublic servant, intending 
son bwtpuA th&why to or kaowbg it to be 


II punishable 
w ithtranspo rtati on 
for life, or with im- 
prisonment. 
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ment or property likely that he will thereby save, any 

irom forfeiture, , ■, - , * , t” 

person from legal punishment, or sub- 
ject him to a less punishment than that to which he is 
liable, or withintentto save, or knowing thathe is likely 
thereby to save, any property from forfeiture or any 
charge to which it is liable by law, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

218. Whoever, being a public servant, and being, 

as such public servant, charged with 
Public servant the preparation of any record or other 

framing an mcor- r r J 

reet record or wnt- writing, frames that record or writing. 

*" s w !^™ n te w? in. a manner which he knows to be in- 
save person from . . 

punishment orpro- correct, with intent to cause or know- 
ture y fl0W f ° rfpl " ing it to he likely that he will thereby 
cause loss or injury to tbe public or to 
any person, or with intent thereby to save or know- 
ing it to be likely that he will thereby save any per- 
son from legal punishment, or with intent to save or 
knowing that he is likely thereby to save any pro- 
perty from forfeiture or other charge to which, it is 
liable bylaw, shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
three years, or with fine, or with both. 

See tie remarks upon this section, ante p. 119. 

219. Whoever, being a public servant, corruptly 

. . or maliciously makes or pronounces in 

a judicmi p^eed- any stage of a J udicial proceeding, any 
ing corruptly m»k- report, order, verdict, ordecision Which 
p”rt, a &4wbichhe he knowsto be contrary to law, shall be 
knows to be con- punished with imprisonment of either 
) ary to description for a term which may ex- 

tend to seven years, or with fine, or with both. 

As to the phrase ** judicial proceeding” see ante p. 144. 

220. Whoever, being in any office which gives 

him legal authority to commit persons 
^commrtme nt^for f Qr tr i a i Qr con fi ne ment, or to keep 

ment by a person persons in confinement, corruptly or 
who taws that he maliciously commits any person for 
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Intentional omis- 
sion to apprehend 
on the part of 
a public servant 
bound by law to 
apprehend. 


is acting contrary trial or to confinement, or koeps any 
to iaw ' person in confinement, in the exercise 

of that authority, knowing that in so doing lie is 
acting contraryto law, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may extend 
to seven years, or with fine, or with both, 

- 221. Whoever, being a public servant, legally 
bound as such public servant to ap- 
prehend or to keep in confinement any 
person charged with or liable to be 
apprehended for an offence, ( see Act l V 
of 18 67. s. 1) intentionally omits to ap- 
prehend such person, or intentionally suffers such per- 
D . son to escape, or intentionally aidssuch 

person in escaping or attempting to es- 
cape from such confinement, shall be punished as fol- 
lows, that is to say : — 

With imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to seven years, with or without 
fine, if the person in confinement, or who ought to 
have been apprehended, was charged with or liable 
to be apprehended for an offence punishable by 
death ; or 

With imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three years, with or without 
fine, if the person in confinement, or who ought to 
have been apprehended, was charged with or liable to 
be apprehended for an offence punishable with trans- 
portation for life, or imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to ten years ; or 

With imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to two years, with or without fine, 
if the person in confinement, or who ought to have 
been apprehended, was charged with or liable to be 
apprehended for an offence punishable with imprison- 
ment for a term less than ten years, 

222. Whoever, being a public servant, legally 

Intentional omia- b ° UIld aS SUChpublic SerVWt t<X Sppre- 

rfw to apprehend hend or to keep m 

ou the part of a puij- p erson under senteaoa si a i» 
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by law "to appr£ Justice for any offence (or lawfully 
bend person under committed to custody, Act IV of 1867, 
of Justice? 1 aC ° urt s - 2) intentionally omits to apprehend 
P unishmen t suc ^ person, or intentionally suffers 
such person to escape, or intentionally 
aids such person in escaping or attempting to escape 
from such confinement, shall be punished as follows, 
that is to say : — 

With transportation for life or with imprisonment' 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
fourteen years, with or without fine, if the person in 
confinement, or who ought to have been apprehend- 
ed, is under sentence of death ; or 

"With imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to seven years, with or without fine, 
if the person in confinement, or who ought to have 
been apprehended, is subject, by a sentence of a Court 
of Justice, or by virtue of a commutation of such 
sentence, to transportation for life or penal servitude 
for life, or to transportation or penal servitude or im- 
prisonment for a term of ten years or upwards ; or 
. With imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three years, or with fine, or with 
both, if the person in confinement, or who ought to 
have been apprehended, is subject by a sentence of a 
Court of Justice tq imprisonment for a term not ex- 
ceeding ten years, for if the 'person was lawfully com- 
mitted to custody. Act IV of 1867, s. 2 .) 

223. Whoever being a public servant legally 
_ „ bound as such public servant to keep 

Bnemmt negligent- lnconnnem&nt any person charged with 
iy suffered by a or convicted of any offence, lor lawfully 
committed to custody, tee Act IV if 
1867, ss. 1&2) negligently suffers such person toescape 
from confinement, shall be punished With simple im- 
prisonment fora term which may extend to two years, 
or with fine, or with both. 

* 

■ Convict warders are public servants within the meaning of Ibis 
Section. (9 A. C. C. C&. 36.) 
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224. Whoever intentionally offers any resistance 
„ . , .or illegal obstruction to the lawful 

Resistance orob- r° • r» -i * n ™ 

struction by a per- appre aensi onot mmseir tor anyoftence 
son to his lawful ( see j ct jy 0 /l867. s. 1) with which 

he is charged or of which he has been 
convicted, or escapes or attempts to escape from any 
custody in which he is lawfully detained for any such 
offence, shall be punished with imprisonment of cither 
description for a term which may extend to two years, 
or with fine, or with both. 

Explanation . — The punishment in thisSeetion is in 
addition to the punishment for which the person to be 
apprehended or detained in custody was liable for the 
offence with which he was charged, or of which he 
was convicted. 

Act IV of T867^has cleared away a good many difficulties which 
attended these Sections 221-225. It extends the meaning of the 
word offence to any thing made punishable by a special or local law, 
(s. 1) and renders escape from custody for default of giving security 
under Chap. XIX of the Crim. P. C. punishable with one year's 
imprisonment, or fine, or both. (s. 3.) The introduction of the words 
“ lawfully committed to custody 5 ’ in ss, 222 and 223, also meets the 
case of persona arrested on suspicion, e. g., under Or. P. C. s. 101, 
though not actually charged with any specific offence, (see 1 R. C. C. 
Circ- 26.) But a person who has been acquitted of a charge on the 
ground of insanity, and confined in gaol under the order of Govern** 
ment, is not punishable under s. 224, if he escapes from custody, even 
though lie is sane when he does so. (Pro. Mad. H.CL 25th Nov* 1862*) 
And this is still the law, though a gaoler who connived at his escape 
would now be punishable under a. 223, since, though not co nvic ted of 
any offence, the person who escaped was lawfully committed to custody* 
One contingency however has been overlooked in framing Act IV 
df 1867, and that is the possibility of persons in India being charge- 
able only with offences punishable under the law of England* for 
instance, if a British sailor committed a murder on the high sea* when 
he reached Madras, he would be punishable by the High Court for 
murder under the law of England, (see ante p. 8, and note.) But in- 
asmuch as this is not any thing made punishable by the Coda* (** 40 
ante P* 25) or by any special or local law as therein defined,) *** 4 1 8c 
42) a public servant could not be indicted under s. 2Sl for omitting to 
apprehend him, nor could he, or any friend of his, be indicted under 
se. 224 or 225 for resisting apprehension, nor could be toe indicted 
under s. 216 for escaping from custody, nor could mj one.be convict- 
ed under that section for harbouring him. Buf if he weie onee appre- 
hended, any public servant who intentionally suffered him to escape, 
would be punishable under s, 222 as amended by AH IV of 1867, s. 2 ; 
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for then the prisoner would have been “ lawfully committed to cus- 
tody” 

Every person who escapes, or is rescued from lawful custody, may 
be pursued and retaken, in any place whether within or without the 
jurisdiction in which he was in custody, and all such measures may be 
adopted for his re-capture, and he may be so dealt with when re-taken, 
as on an original taking. (Cr. P C. ss. 112-113.) 

Any person who shall escape from lawful custody, or who shall be 
charged with any offence under s. 227 of the Indian Penal Code, or 
under s. 12 of Act XXIV of 1855 [relating to Penal Servitude) may 
be tried either in the district where he is re-taken, or m that from 
which he escaped, or in that in wliich he was formerly tried- (Cr. P. 
C. s. 33, Act XVIII of 18 62, s. 3 6.) 

Any sentence passed on an escaped couvict, either for the escape,* 
or for any other offence, may be ordered to take effect immediately, or 
at the expiration of the period of his former sentence. (Cr. P. 0. a. 47.) 


225. Whoever intentionally offers any resistance 
„ . *, or illegal obstruction to thelawful ap- 

stmction to the law- prehension of any other person tor an 
fui apprehension of offence, (see Act IV o/1867. s. 1) or 
rescues or attempts to rescue any other 
person from any custody in -which that person is law- 
fully detained for an offence, shall be punished with 
_ . . . imprisonment of either description for 

a term which may extend to two years, 
or with fine, or with both ; 


Or, if the person to be apprehended, or the person 
rescued or attempted to be rescued, is charged with 
or liable to be apprehended for an offence punishable 
with transportation for life or imprisonment for a 
term which may extend to ten years, shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to three years, and shall also 
be liable to fine ; 


Or, if the person to be apprehended or rescued, or 
attempted to be rescued, is charged with or liable to 
be apprehended for an offence punishable with death, 
shall he punished with imprisonment of either, de- 
scription for a term which may extend to seven years, 
and shall also be liable to fine ; 

' Or. if the person to be apprehended or rescued, or 

22 
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attempted to be rescued, is liable, under the sentence 
of a Court of Justice or by virtue of a commutation 
of suck a sentence, to transportation for life, or to 
transportation, penal servitude, or imprisonment, for 
a term of ten years or upwards, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to seven years, and shall also bo 
liable to fine ; 

Or, if the person to be apprehended or rescued, or 
attempted to be rescued, is under sentence of death, 
shall be punished with transportation for life or im- 
' prisonment of either description for a term not ex- 
ceeding ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

226. Whoever, having been lawfully transported, 
Unlawful return returns from such transportation, the 

from . trauaporta- term of such transportation not having 
ti<m ' ‘ expired, and his punishment not hav- 
ing been remitted, shall be punished with transporta- 
tion for life, and shall also he liable to fine, and to be 
imprisoned with rigorous imprisonment for a term 
not exceeding three years before he is so transported. 

To constitute this offence, it is essential that the convict should actu- 
ally have been sent to a penal settlement, and have returned before his 
sentence had expired or been remitted. Where a prisoner had escaped 
from custody whilst on his way to undergo sentence of transporta- 
tion, it was held that he bad committed an offence punishable under 
s. 224, not under s. 220, (4 Mad. H. 0. 152.) 

227. Whoever, having accepted any conditional 
•Virtwtion ofo»u- remission of punishment, knowingly 
ditionof remuaion violates any condition on which such 
of punishment. remission was granted, shall be punish- 
ed with the -punishment to which he was originally 
sentenced, if he has already suffored no part of 
that punishment, and if he has suffered any past of 
that punishment, then with so much of that pvnish- 
ment as he has not already suffered. 

See Gr. P. C. s. 33 ante p. 169, 

22S. Whoever intentionally offers 'liny ifigult or 
intentional in. causes any irfterruption td any public 
suit* «r iateiTup- servant, while such , public servant is 
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servant sitting ^ln sitting in any stage of a judicial pro- 
any stag© of a ju- ceeding, shall be punished with simple 

cia pro mg. imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to six months, or with fine, which may extend 
to one thousand Rupees, or with both, 

8ee Cr* P. 0. s. 163, ante p. 125. 

The proceeding under s. 163 of the Cr. P. C. when resulting in a 
punishment under the above Section is a IC conviction upon trial” 
within the meaning of the Cr. P. C. s. 408, against which an appeal 
Iks. (4 Mad. H. C. 146.) See too In le Pollard. % LE> P. C. 106. 

Persons who are guilty of gross prevaiication in giving evidence 
before a Court of Justice, or of refusing or neglecting to return direct 
answers to questions, cannot be punished under this Section.*^ Bomb.* 
H, C. Cr. 6.7.) 

229. Whoever, by personation or otherwise, shall 
intentionally cause or knowingly suffer 
jurol rS or a lT^oT. himself to be returned, empanelled, or 
sworn as a juryman or assessor in any 
case in which he knows that he is not entitled by law 
to he so returned, empanelled, or sworn, or, knowing 
himself to have been so returned, empanelled, or 
sworn contrary to law, shall voluntarily serve on such- 
jury or as such assessor, shall be punished with impri- 
sonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to two yeark, or with fine, or with both. . 

See as to the persons disqualified to serve as Jurors or Assessors* 
<Cr. P. C. s. 834.) 

“Pleaders are not incapable of serving as Assessors or Jurors, but it fa in- 
expedient that their names should be included in the collector's list of per- 
sons qualified to serve in those capacities, if a sufficient number of other 
persons are available” (Rules of Madras Sudder Court, 28th Apnl 1862.) 


CHAPTER XII. 

OF OFFENCES RELATING; TO COIN AND 
GOVERNMENT STAMPS. 

230. Coin is metal used as money* stamped and 
c j issued by the authority of some -Go- 

vernment in order to be so used. 

Coin stamped and issued by the authority of the 
q*. Q ueen > °r % th « authority of the Go- 
** vernment of India, or of the Govern- 
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meat of any Presidency, or of any Government in 
the Queen’s dominons, is the Queen’s coin. 

Illustrations, 

(a) Cowries are not coin. 

(b ) Lumps of unstamped copper, though used as money, are not 
com. 

(c) Medals are not coin, inasmuch as they are not intended to bo 
used as money. 

(d) The coin denominated as the Company’s Rupee is the Queen’s 
coin. 

The definition of coin in this Section must he taken as limited to 
coin now m use. A Roman coin of {the time of Augustus is <c money 
stamped and issued by the authority of a Government in order to be 
, so used.’ 1 But I do not imagine that any indictment under a. 231 
* could be maintained for counterfeiting such a coin, which could only be 
saleable as a curiosity, and would not pass any where as money. 

231, Whoever counterfeits or knowingly per- 
forms any part of thor process of 
v Coin?° unteTf * ltinS counterfeiting coin, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to seven years, 
and shall also be liable to fine. 

Explanation , — A person commits this offence, who, 
intending to practise deception, or knowing it to be 
likely that deception will thereby be practised, causes 
a genuine coin to appear like a different coin. 

The word “counterfeit” as used in this Code is defined by s. 28 to 
involve an intention by means of that resemblance to praotise decep-* 
tion, or a knowledge that it is likely that deception will thereby be 
practised. And such an intention or knowledge will always be infer* 
red from the mere fact of counterfeiting unless under circumstances 
which conclusively negative it. Such circumstances must be so rare 
that It is unnecessary to imagine instances. 

The same definition provides that it is not essential to counter- 
feiting that the imitation should be exact. And this provision is of 
course peculiarly necessary in this country, where the ignorance of the 
people might enable even a clumsy imitation to prove successful, while 
the low state of coining science renders it probable that no counterfeit 
will be minutely accurate. Accordingly, a trifling variation from the 
real coin in the inscription, effigies, orjarms was held under the corres- 
ponding English Statute not to remove the offence out of the Statute. 
*{See Beg. n, Robinson, 34 L. J, MO. 176.) And ao it was held^ftt 
another case, where the ingenious devioe was adopted of mak i ng coins 
without any impression whatever, in imitation of ihh'wwth worn 
money then in circulation, (Arch. 641-2.) But it wifi s*ffi be neces- 
sary to show that the article produced, or partly ftfedtnsad was a counter- 

* 
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feit ; that is, that it was such a resemblance as might be received as 
the coin for which it was intended to pass, by persons using the 
caution customary in taking money. This caution of coursB will vary 
according to the class of persons among whom it may be supposed 
that it was intended to pass. Accordingly, where the prisoner had 
counterfeited the resemblance of a half -guinea upon a piece of gold 
previously hammered, but it was not round, nor would it pass in the 
condition in which it then was, the judges held the offence to be 
incomplete. fArch. 641), nor is a mere medal counterfeit coin, 
though fraudulently repiesented to an ignorant person as being money. 
(Bulings of Mad. H< Ct. 1864 on s. 240.) 

The absence of apparent resemblance may possibly arise merely from 
the process being imperfectly carried out. If that be so, there will 
still he an offence under this section. And even if the metal in which 
the counterfeit was made was completely different from that of the coic 
represented, it would still be a question of faet, whether this differ- 
ence did not arise merely from the manufacture having been inter- 
rupted in an early stage. Copper or lead may be washed over so as 
afterwards to hear a sufficiently strong resemblance to silver or gold. 
But I conceive that no conviction could be supported where it was 
plain that the thing actually made was never intended to result in a 
coin, but was merely an experiment as a step towards future produc- 
tive efforts. 

It is seldom possible, and never necessary, to show that the defend- 
ant has been caught in the act of counterfeiting. The act will gene- 
rally have to be inferred, from such evidence as the possession of tools, 
dies, or metal necessary for the purpose; or from finding some coins 
finished, and others unfinished, or different coins in a different state 
of completion. (Arch. 641.) The mere possession of counterfeit coin 
by a person who has had nothing to do with its manufacture may be 
an offence under subsequent sections, (237-243) but is not punish- 
able under s. 231. 

The offence constituted by this section consists in the fact of the 
counterfeiting. It is not necessary to show that the coins were uttered, 
or that there was any attempt to utter them. (Arch. 642.) 

232. Whoever counterfeits or knowingly 'per- 

forms any part of the process of 
tfae ^Queen's c'omf counterfeiting .the Queen’s coin, shall 
be punished with transportation for 
life, or with imprisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 
be liable to fine. 

233. Whoever makes or mends, or performs any 

Making or sell- P art .° f th ® P r0CeS ® ° f “ a ^g OT 
ing instrument for mending’, or buys, sells, or disposes of, 

’ ^ferf^ngwin. any die or instrument, for the purpose 
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of being used, or knowing or having reason to believe 
that it is intended to be used, for the purpose of 
counterfeiting coin, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may 
extend, to three years, and shall also ho liable to 
fine. 

This'and similar sections imi3t be taken a* subject to f*. 7fi and 7£>, 
which prevent an act being cnraiual if done by a person who is, or 
supposes himself to be justified in the act. Therefore if a die-sinker 
were to bfe applied to for the purpose of making coining moulds, and 
were in concert with the police to proceed with the task for the pur- 
pose of bringing the coiners to detection, this would not be a criminal 
pot, [Arch, 665.) And so possession of coining tools, or counterfeit 
coin by a person entitled to retain them, as for instance a policeman, 
is no offence, 

234. Whoever makes or mends, or performs any 

„ . „ part of the process of making or mend- 

ing instrument mg, t or buys, sells, or disposes of, any 
for counterfeiting or instrument, for the purpose of 
being used, or knowing or having area- 
son to believe that it is intended to be used, for the 
purpose of counterfeiting the Queen’s coin, shall bo 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

235. Whoever is in possession of any instrument 

Possession of in- °, r ™ atel ™J for the purpose of Using 

sbrument or mate- the same for counterfeiting com, or 
££ f of usfog P 4e knowing or haying reason to beliovo 
same for counter- that the same, is intended to bo uspd 
feiting ^som. f 0 r that purpose, shall be punished 

with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may. extend to three years, and shall also be, 
liable to fine ; and if the coin to be counterfeited is 
the Queen’s coin, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine." 

Coining instruments or materials will be in a mac's possession 
when they we in any box or place which is under kit Control, and. 
whaler they are used for his benefit or not, provided it' is shown that 
he isAsrara of .their existence and character. - And the same article 
may h« he^yotfseastsn sfaer essl .jnssena, jf $nf ttting in oon- 
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<sert, and each of them have a guilty knowledge of the character and 
existence of the thing in question- 

In one case, a prisoner named Weeks was indicted with four others 
for having unlawfully in their custody and possession a coining mould. 
It appeared that the police entered the prisoner’s house in his absence, 
and there found the other prisoners, two of whom attacked the police, 
while the two others, one of whom was the wife of Weeks, snatched up 
something from the table, and threw it into the fire. This was found 
to be the coining mould which formed the subject of the indictment. 
Other implements and materials suitable for making moulds were found 
in other parts of the house. The prisoner came back to the house after 
the capture was made. It was proved that he had passed off a bad 
half crown thirteen 1 days before. The Jury found Weefe guilty, and 
the Court affirmed the conviction, saying 

f'We ai*B all of opinion that there was sufficient evidence to be left to the"' 
Jury on the charge of felony. In order to prove the guilty knowledge, evi- 
dence was admissible of other substantive felonies committed by the pri- 
soner; 4 (Reg. v. Weeks, 30 L. J. M C. 141. L & C. 18.) 

The “ other»substantive felonies” which are admissible to prove 
guilty knowledge, must of course be crimes of a similar character, and 
not too remote in point of time. The fact that a man has committed 
a lobbery is no proof that he is a coiner, though the fact that he has 
passed off a leaden rupee a few days previously would be. Nor would 
the circumstance that a man had passed off a false rupee a year ago be 
any evidence that another now found in his possession was known to 
be counterfeit. For any man through whose hands money passes, 
might meet with such accidents at such distances of time. 

236. Whoever, being within British India, abets 

Abetting in in- the counterfeiting of coin out of British 

dia the counter- India, shall be punished in the same 
com- ° f In " marmer as if he abetted the counterfeit- 
ing of such coin within British India. 

237. Whoever imports into British India, or ex- 

ports therefrom, any counterfeit Coin, 
oloZterfextTin* knowing or having reason to believe 
that the same is counterfeit, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may. extend to three years, and shall 
also he liable to fine. 

238. Whoever imports into British India, or ex- 

Import or export P or . ts therefrom, any counterfeit coin 

of counterfeit of which he_ knows or has reason to be- 

Que«>’» «“«• lieve to be a counterfeit of the Queen’s 
coin, shall be punished with transportation for life, 
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or with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to ten years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 

239. Whoever, having any counterfeit coin which 

at the time when he became possessed 
tjwr o£ooiZ° pot ^ h e knew to be counterfeit, frau- 

sesLi with the dulently or with intent that fraud may 
ueounterfMt** lt committed, delivers the same to any 
person, or attempts to induce any per- 
son to receive it, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
pend to five years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

240. Whoever, having any counterfeit coin which 

is a counterfeit of the Queen’s coin, 
Queen’^coin, pos- an< * w hich at the time when ho became 
■eued with’ the possessed of it he knew to be a coun- 
14 forfeit of f he Queen's coin, fraudulent- 
ly or with intent that fraud may be 
committed, delivers the same to any person, or at- 
tempts to induce any person to receive it, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 
be liable to fine. 

241. Whoever delivers to any other person as 

-Delivery to ano- g' enuinG > or attempts to induce any 
ther of com as ge- other person to receive as genuine any 
counterfeit coin which he knows to be 
deliverer did not counterfeit, but which he did not know 
terfSt* 0 U C ° un to ke counterfeit at the time when he 
took it into his possession, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to two years, or with fine 
to. an amount which may extend to ten times the 
value of the coin counterfeited, or with both. 

Illustration* 

A, a coiner, delivers counterfeit Company’s Rupees to kia accomplice 
3, for the purpose of uttering them. B sells the Bonoea to C, Another 
Vjfflw tar, who buys them knowing them to be oountereu. 0. pays away 
tnh Rupees for goods to D, who reoeives them not knowing them to 
be cbhaefflfeit. JD, after receiving the Rupees, discovers that they are 
counit^l^ and’ pays them away w if they wwe good. Here D is 
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punishable only under this section, but B and C are punishable under 
section 239 or 240 as the case may be. 

242. Whoever, fraudulently or with intent that 

posaessioa of fraud may be committed, is in posses- 

counterfeit coin by sion of counterfeit coin, having known 
at the time when te became possess- 
■when he became ed thereof that SUCh coin was counter- 
possessed thereof. f e ^ shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to three years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

243. Whoever, fraudulently or with intent that 

„ fraud may be committed, is in posses-" 

Possession of . • i • 1 - 

■Qneen’s com by a Sion Ot COUnterfeitcolD, which ISa COUn - 

person who knew terfeit of the Queen’s coin, having 
when he became known at the time when he became 
possessed thereof, possessed of it that it was counterfeit, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de- 
scription for a term which may extend to seven years, 
and shall also be liable to fine. 

There are three classes of offences created by ss. 239-243. First, 
passing off coin known from the first to be counterfeit. Secondly, 
passing off such coin which was for the first time discovered to be 
counterfeit after its receipt. Third ly,*eing in wrongful possession of 
coin known all along to have been counterfeit. Further sub-divisions 
of classes first and third arise, according as the counterfeit com is the 
Queen's or otherwise. 

Guilty knowledge is generally a matter of circumstantial evidence- 
The possession of other pieces of base coin, whether of the same or 
a different description, or the fact that base coin has been passed off by 
the same defendant at other times, either before or after the offence 
charged in the indictment, will be evidence of such a guilty knowledge. 
(Arch. 493, 650.) And so it would be where the facts of the case 
showed a desire for concealment; as for instance, if it were shown that 
the defendant had employed a third person to make a purchase for 
him, without any apparent cause. 

If coin is delivered to a person for the purpose of fraud, it is un- 
necessary to show that there was an intention to defraud the persoplo 
whom they are delivered. And even if the intention were negatived 
the offence would still be the same. For instance, an offence would be 
committed under ss. 239 and 240, if it were delivered to an accomplice 
or an innocent person for the purpose of being passed off at once. Nor 
is it necessary that there should he any legal obligation to pay the 
person upon whom the money was passed off- Hence the giving of a 
counterfeit coin to a woman as the price of connection with her was 

23 
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held te be indictable. (Arch. 650.) And the offence is complete, 
even though the person to whom the coin was tendered refused to re- 
ceive it. (Ibid.) 

The mere possession of counterfeit coin is an offence under ss, 242, 
243, even though no attempt is made to pass it off, provided it can be 
shown that they were kept for a fraudulent purpose, ami were origi- 
nally obtained with a guilty knowledge. The mere fact of a single base 
coin being found ip a party’s possession would not, without further 
evidence, be sufficient to create a presumption that he knew it to be 
counteifeit when he obtained it, and intended to make a fraudulent use 
of it. But where a considerable number of base coins is found in any 
man’s possession, the presumption of guilt would be sufficient to make 
a conviction lawful, unless the possession.could in some manner be ex- 
plained or accounted for- 

>‘4 

A coin will be in a man’s possession when it is in any box or place, 
which is under his control, and whether it is used for his benefit or 
not, provided it is shown that he is aware of its existence and charac- 
ter. And the same article may be in the possession of several persons, 
if they are acting in conceit, and each of them have' a guilty know- 
ledge of the existence and character of the thing in question. (Arch. 
<553. Ante* p. 174.) 

244. "Whoever, being employed in any mint law- 

reiaon ampioyed iuHy established in British India, doos 
in a mint causing any act, or omits what he is loyally 
fcront° weightier hound to do, with the intention of 
eomimsitiou from causing any coin issued from that mint 

a xfi y aw. |-, e 0 f a different weight or composi- 
tion from the weight or composition fixed by law, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de- 
scription for a term which may extend to seven years, 
and shall be also be liable to fine. 

2-45. Whoever, without lawful authority, takes 

Unlawfully tak- ? u * °f “W mil }t lawfully established 
ing from a mint m British India, any coining tool or 
8trument olns instrument, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to seven years, ana shall also 
be liable to fine. 

246, Whoever fraudulently or dishonestly per- 
, fraudulent^ forms on any coin any operation which 
- SaSj ffljjS diminishes the weight &t altors the 
or tbe composition of that coin, shall bo pun 
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composition of any ished with imprisonment of either de- 
cota ’ scription for a term which may extend 

to three years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

Explanation. — A person who scoops out part of the 
coin, and puts anything else into the cavity, alters the 
composition of that coin. 

247. "Whoever, fraudulently or dishonestly per- 
form on any of the Queen’s coin any 
operation which diminishes the weight 
or alters the composition of that coin, 
shall be punished with imprisonment, 
of either description for a term which 

may extend to seven years, and shall also be liable to 
fine. 

248. Whoever, performs on any coin anyo pera- 
Altermg appear- tion wh .ich alters the appearance of the 

ance of any coin coin, with the intention that the said 

whftH pnMas'a'coin Coin sba11 P aSS aS a Coin of a different 
of different des- description, shall be punished with 
cnption. imprisonment of either description for 

a term which may extend to three years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 


Fraudulently or 
dishonestly dimin- 
ishing the weight 
or altenug the 
composition of the 
Queen’s coin. 


249. Whoever, performs on any of the Queen’s 

... . coin any operation which alters the 

ance of the Queen’s appearance oi that coin with the ln- 
coin with intent tention that the said coin shall pass as 

that it ihall pass . . . . . •■•in 

as a coin of a dif- a com of a different description, shall 
Eerent description, punished with imprisonment of 

either description for a term which may extend 
to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

250, Whoever, having coin in his possession with 

. respect to which the offence defined 

othw 'ofcoin pas- in Sections 246 or 248 has been com- 
sessed with the mitted, and having known at the time 
is* altered 8 . t at 16 when he became possessed of such coin 
that such offence had been committed 
with respect to it, fraudulently or with intent that 
fraud may be committed, delivers such coin to any 
other person, or attempts to induce any other per- 
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son to receive the same, shall be puuishod with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to five years, and shall also be liable to fine. 


251. Whoever, having coin in his possession 
with respect to which the offence <hs- 
Queen's^oin poe- ^ ne( ^ Sections 247 or 249 has been 
«eased witu the committed, and having known at the 
iTXsref. 6 that time when he became possessed of 
such com that such offence had been 
committed with respect to it, fraudulently or with 
-intent that fraud may be committed, delivers ^uch 
coin to any other person, or attempts to induce any 
other person to receive the same, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to ten years, and shall also bo 
liable to fine. 


152. Whoever, fraudulently or with intent that 
Possession of ai~ fraud may be committed, is in posses - 
fered coin by a sion of coin with respect to which the 
R r to OIl be h VteTed offence defined in either of the Sections 
■when he became 246 or 248 has been committed, hav- 
possessed thereof. known at the time of becoming 

possessed thereof that such offence had been com- 
mitted with respect to such coin, shall be punished 
.with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three years, and shall also bo 
liable to fine. 

n 


253. Whoever, fraudulently or with intent that 
fraud may be committed, is in posses- 
sion of coin with respect to which the 
offence defined in either of the Sec- 
tions 247 or 249 has been committed, 
having known at the time of becom- 
ing possessed thereof that such offence had been com- 
mitted with the respect to such coin, shall be punished 
Inih imprisonment of either description for a tetm 
winch may extend to five years, and shall also be 
habla tofine. 


Possession of 
Queen's com by a 
person who knew 
it bo be altered 
when he became 
possessed thereof. 
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254. Whoever, delivers to any other person as 
genuine, or as a coin of a different de- 
anotheTrfeom aa scription from what it is, or attempts 
genuine, which, to induce any person to receive as 
ed, the deliverer genuine or as a different com from 
did not know to what it is, any coin in respect of which 
he knows that any such operation as 
that mentioned in Sections 246, 247, 248, or 249, 
has been performed, but in respect of which he did 
not, at the time when he took it into his possession, 
know that such operation had been performed, shall 
be punished with imprisonment of either description, 
for a term which may extend to two years, or with 
fine to an amount which may extend to ten times 
the value of the coin for which the altered coin is 
passed or attempted to be passed. 


255. Whoever, counterfeits, or knowingly per- 
„ . , .. forms any part of the process of coun- 

a Government terfeitmg, any stamp issued by Go- 
Btamp. vernment for the purpose of revenue, 

shall be punished with transportation for life, or with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
ma y extend to ten years, and shall also he liable to 
fine.. 

Explanation . — A person commits this offence who 
counterfeits by causing a genuine stamp of one de- 
nomination to appear like a genuine stamp of a dif- 
ferent denomination. 


256. Whoever, has in his possession any instru- 
ment or material for the purpose of 
being used, or knowing or having rea- 
son to believe that it is intended to be 
used, for the purpose of counterfeiting 
any stamp issued by Government for 
the purpose of revenue, shall be pun- 
ished with imprisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

' 257. Whoever, makes, on performs any part df 


Having posses- 
sion o£ an instru- 
ment or material 
for the purpose 
of counterfeiting 
a Government 
Stamp. 
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the process of making, or buys, or 
f lls 5 or disposes of, any instrument 
parposo of couu- for the purpose of being used, or know* 
verumeut stL?' in g or having reason to believe that it 
is intended to be used, for the purpose 
of counterfeiting any stamp issued by Government 
for the purpose of revenue, shall bo punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to seven years, and shall also be liable 
to fine, 

258. Whoever, sells, or offers for sale, any stamp 
« of counter _ which he knows or has reason to be- 
feit Qovcrmaont lieve to be a counterfeit of any stamp 
stamp ‘ issued by Government for the purpose 

of revenue, shall be punished ‘ with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 


259, Whoever, has in his possession any stamp 

Having posses- wbxcb 1x6 knows to be a counterfeit of 
sion of a 1 counter- any stamp issued by Government for 
stamp ao,reinmenfc the P ur P ose of revenue, intending to 
use ordispose of the sameas a genuine 
stamp, or in order that it may be used as a genuine 
stamp, shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to seven 
years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

260, Whoever, uses as genuine any stamp, know- 
tW as genu- xn g xt to be a counterfeit of any stamp 

ins a Government issued by Government for the purpose 
v^oounterfeitT *° of revenue, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a 
term which may extnd to seven years, or with fine, 
or with both. 


261. Whoever, fraudulently or with intent to 
Effacing any cause loss to the Government, removes 
or effaces from any substance bearing 
Ownnunent stamp, any stamp issued by Government for 
adX^Z the purpose of revenue, any writing 
usedferitiftthia.' or dckHaaent for wMch each stamp has 
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tent to cause loss been used, or removes from any writ- 
mg or document a stamp which has 
been used for such writing or document, in order 
that such stamp may be used for a different writing 
or document, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
three years, or with fine, or with both. 

The intention with which the acts named in the above section are 
done, may be either fraudulent generally, or with a special view to 
cause loss to Government. And therefore a conviction would be good 
where the intention of the act was merely to efface a document with 
a view injuriously to effect the rights of another person. No inten- 
tion to cause loss to Government can be assumed unless it is shown^ 
or may be inferred, that the intention of the party was to use the 
stamp as a stamp a second time. And therefore no conviction could 
be supported, if the object of removing writing from a stamped paper 
was merely to write upon the blank space som ething which required 
no stamp. * 

262. Whoever; fraudulently or with intent to 

, T . _ cause loss to the Government, uses 

rncnt stamp known for any purpose a stamp issued by 
to have been be- Government for the purpose of re- 
venue, which he knows to have been 
before used, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either descriptibn for a term which may extend to 
two years, or with fine, or with both. 

263. Whoever, fraudulently or with intent to 

Erasure of mark tause loss to Government, erases or 

aenotingthatstamp removes from a stamp issued by Go- 
baa been used, vernment for the purpose of revenue, 
any mark put or impressed upon such stamp fos the 
purpose of denoting that the same has been used, 
or knowingly has in his possession, or sells or dis* 
poses of, any such stamp from which such mark has 
been erased or removed, or sells or disposes of any 
such stamp which he knows to have been used, shall 
be punished with imprisonment of either description 
for a term which may extend to three years, or with 
fine or with both. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

OF OFFENCES RELATING TO WEIGHTS 
AND MEASURES. 


264. Whoever, fraudulently uses any instrument 
_ , , . for weighing which he knows to be 

ot false instrument false, snail be punished with imprison- 
for weighing. ment of either description for n term 
which may extend to one year, or with fine, or with 
both. 

The instrument used must not only be known to be false, but must 
r also be fraudulently so used ; that is, it must be used for the purpose 
of passing off short weight upon persons who are entitled to full 
weight. 


In general the *mere possession of a false balance, which is use 1 a n a 
true one, will be sufficient evidence of a fraudulent intention. u The 
intention, however, must be alleged in laying the charge, though it 
may be a matter of inference only, from the fact of the possession, and 
the attending circumstances as manifesting the purpose, and the infer- 
ence may of course be rebutted- But where the incorrectness of the 
scale is visible, and there is no attempt to cover or conceal it, there can 
he no ground for imputing fraud from that defect alone; the circum- 
stances negative the intention of fraud, and no charge would lie against 
the party using such a balance.” (2nd Report 1847. ss. 220 Sc 221.) 

265, Whoever, fraudulently uses any false weight 

Fraudulent use or false measure of length or capacity, 
of false weight or or fraudulently uses any weight or any 
measure. measure of length or capacity as a dif- 

ferent weight or measure from what it is, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to one year, or with fine 
or with both. 


266. Whoever, is in possession of any instrument 

Befog in posses. for weighing, or of any weight, or of 
sion of false weights any measure of length or capacity, 
or measures. which he knows to Do false, and In- 
tending that the same may be fraudulently used, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de- 
scription for a term which may extend to one year. 
Or with fine, or yrith both, 

$67, ' . "Whoever makes, sells, or disposes of, any in- 
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Making or selling strument for weighing, or any weight, 
false weights or or any measure of length or capacity 
>asAmi<m -which he knows to be false, in order 

that the same may be used as true, or knowing that 
the same is likely to be used as true, shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to one year, or with fine, or with 
both. 


CHAPTER XIV. 

OF OFFENCES AFFECTING THE PUBLIC. 
HEALTH, SAFETY, CONVENIENCE, 
DECENCY, AND MOBALS. 

268. A person is guilty of a public nuisance, who 

_ . does any act, or is guilty of an illegal 

omission, which causes any common 
injury, danger, or annoyauce to the public or to the 
people in general who dwell or occupy property in 
the vicinity, or which must necessarily cause injury, 
obstruction, danger, or annoyance to persons who 
may have occasion to use any public right. 

A common nuisance is not excused on the ground 
that it causes some convenience or advantage. 

Nuisances are of two soits, Public and Private, Those which only 
affect individuals cannot he made the subject of an indictment, but 
may be the ground of a Civil action for damages. Accordingly, 

<( Where upon an indictment against a tinman, for the noise made by him 
in carrying on his trade, it appealed m evidence, that the noise only affect- 
ed the inhabitants of three sets of chambers in Cliffords' s Inn, and that by 
shutting the windows the noise was in h great measure prevented, 1 $ wa$ 
ruled by Lord Kllenbrough, C. J. that the' indictment could not be sustain- 
ed, as the annoyance wab, if any thing, a private nuisance.” (1 Kuas: 436.) 

On the other hand a public nuisance, which affe'bts^all equally, can 
only be the subject, of an indictment, for otherwise a party might be 
ruined by a million suits ; (1 Russ, 435, Winterbottom v. Derby, 2 L3L 
Ex. 3 16) but even then a private individual may sue for any special 
damage lie has suffered. Por instance, a man may be indicted for digging 
a hole in a high road, and sued by a party who ha3 fallen into it, and 
broken his leg. (Ibid.) 

, general it may be laid down, that anything which seriously af- 
fects the health, comfort, safety or morals of the community, may be 

24 
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indicted as a public nuisance. For instance, keeping tilth upon pro* 
mises, (Atty. Genl. ®. Bradford Oanal 2 L. B, Eq> 71) or exercising 
offensive trades, which destroy the purity of the air ; keeping a savage 
bull m afield through which there is a footway ; keeping ferocious 
dogs unmuzzled ; bringing a horse diseased with glanders into a 
public place, to the danger of infecting the Queen's subject ; expos- 
ing a child infected with small pox in the public streets ; (1 Russ* 
435, Arch. 768,) keeping gunpowder, naphtha, or similar inflammable 
substances, in such large quantities ns to be dangerous to life and 
property ; (Hepburn v. Lot dan 34 L J. Ch. 293. lteg. v. luster. 28 
L. J. M 0- 196. D & B. 209, See as to gunpowder, Art XVIII of 1841, 
s. 2 and Act XXVIII of 1R57, s. 7,) keeping brothels (See Reg. 
Stannard 33 LJ. >1 C. 61. L & C. 349. Beg.‘v. Bice 1 L H Cc. 21) 
* and common gambling bouses ; (1 Buss. 443) brick burning when 
r Carried 'on in such a manner as to be geneially noxious or offensive to 
the neighbourhood. (Bamford v. Tmnley 31 L J. Q, B. 286, 3 B 8c S. 
62. Wanstead v. Hill, 32 L J. M C. 135. 13 C 1). N S. 479.) 


It has been ruled that where a noxious trade or other nuisance 


is established at such a distance as to be inoffensive *o any one, and 
afterwards persons choose to build houses, or make roads, near it, no 
indictment can be brought, for the trade, &c-, was legal before the 
building of the house; or construction oi the road. (12 Mod. 342 R, v. 
Cross 2 C & B. 483.) But this position is doubted in Archbold, (769,) 
and I would submit with justice. Otherwise the result would be* 
that a party, by doing that which coaid not be prevented at the time, 
might maintain a desert aioumi him for ever, to the injury of public 
and private interests. The doctrine has also, been expressly denied in 
the case of a civil action by an individual, which would lure been a 
stronger case for exemption. (Elhntsnn v. Feet hum, 2 Bing N. 0* 
134. Bliss v Hall, 4 Bing. N. C, 183.) Undci s. 268 the only question 
would be, whethei the act done was in fact injurious or annoying to 
the public.^ But where a highway is dedicated to the public, with 
an obstruction upon it, which would be a nuisance if subsequently 
greeted, the public must take the road with its acompanying in* 
convenience, and there is no remedy at law. (Wisher v . Prowse 31 
U. 212. 2 B & S. 770 and see Robbins v- Jones 33 LJ. CP. 
1. 15 CB« NS. 221.) In such a case, the act done did not, when it 
was done, cause any injury to the public, who had no right over the 
ground. 

Nor is a party allowed to say, that the smells, &c., were so bad 
before he came there, that he has added nothing perceptible to4ba 
annoyance. Where such a defence was set up, Abbott, 0* h etid. 


u It is not necessary that a public nuisance should be injurious tobeeUh ; 
if there be smells offensive to the senses that is enough, a« the neighbour* 
hood lias a right to fresh and pure air. It has been proved tb4* abUmber of 
Other offensive trades are carried ou near this place, but the preeanoe of ether 
i&ftisanoes will not justify any one of them j or the more ttttleanoee there 
were, the more fixed they would be. However, one is sot the less subject to 
because others are culpable;* (l Rues. 437, Crowley «. Lkh* 
7 * m : tymw* Lambert. 8 LR. Bq. 48fc see also a, 278.) 

bt%:* plead * lofcfc t* stt c&, jmd ttfshow that 
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however undoubted a nukance he may be to some, he is conferring 
a more than proportionate benefit upon the entire community ; for, as 
the Court of Queen’s Bench observed in such a case. 

*< No greater evil can be conceived than the encouragement of capitalists 
and adventurers to interfere with known public rights, from motives of per- 
sonal interest, on the speculation that the changes made maybe reudere4 
lawful, by ultimately being thought to supply the public with something 
hotter than what they actually enjoy '* (Rex. u. WaicL 4 A. & E 404. 
Sfcookporfc Water Works *Co. v Potter. 31 LJ. Ex. 9 7 H & N. 160. 
Spokes v. Banbury I LR. Eq. 42.) 

Nor is it a dcfencB that the act is in itself a lawful one, and 
that it was done upon the defendant’s own land, and in a convenient 
place for the purpose, if in fact it amounts to a nuisance. (Cavey v> 
Lidbetter. 32 L J. C P. 104. 13 C B. N S. s. 470.) 

Nor, finally, can any length of time be held to justify a nuisance, 
for the lapse of ages cannot authorise a man to poison his fellow-sub-' *“ 
jects. (1 Russ. 438. 456. Stockport Water Works Co, v. Potter, 
ub. sub.) 

Sometimes the Legislature authorises an act which would otherwise 
be a nuisance. • In such cases of course no indictment will lie. But 
an injury caused by an excess of the statutoiy power, or by its negli- 
gent exercise, will still be punishable. (Reg. v . Bradford Nav. Co- 
31 LJ. QB. 191.) 

Powers of directing the removal of nuisances, and of imposing sum- 
mary penalties for disobedience to such orders, are also given by Act 
XIV of 185 1), for the conservancy and improvement of the Presidency 
Towns, and by the Cr. P. C. s. 308* 

All offences under tins chapter except those specified in as. 280* and 
2 8L may be disposed of summarily by a Magistrate of Police o,f 
Calcutta, and punished in the manner provided by the Penal Code* 
But he cannot inflict imprisonment exceeding 6 months, orfine exceed- 
ing two hundred rupees, or both* And he may commit to the High 
Court if he thinks fit* [Act XXI of 1864, s. 1. extended to Madras 
under s. 6. by order of Government, June 21, 1864 ) 

Nuisances punishable under the Penal Code may still be made 
the subjeot of civil action, before or without prosecution. [I Bomb. 
H. C. 2.) 

269. W hoever unlawfully or negligently does any 
act which is, and which he knows or 
SSSSSmS: has reason to. believe to be, likely to 
turn of any disease spread the infection of any disease 
fcogerons to life. dangcrous to life, shall be punished 

with imprisonment of either description for a term 
'which may extend to six months, or with fine, or with 
both. 


' Under this Section it will be possible to. arrest and punish persona 
Ifb* (0 Ataut under the influence of infectious disorders, ior the pur* 
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poae of exciting public coiumiaeration. A more valuable application 
of the same section would be to employ it in the cheeking of a disease, 
as loathsome as it is dangerous, which springs from promiscuous 
prostitution. The act of inoculation, if done bon&Jidr a- n preventive 
against small-pox, would not be punishable under tlua siction- See as. 
81 & 87 to 92. 

270- Whoever malignantly does any act which is, 
and which he knows or has reason to 
Malignant act believe to be, likely to spread the infee- 
i.ifcction of any tion of any disease dangerous to life, 
disease dangeious s jjall be punished with imprisonment 
t0 U8 ‘ of either description for a term which 

- may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

' 271. Whoever knowingly disobeys any rule made 
and promulgated by the Government 
Disobedience to 0 f j n( }i a or "by any Government, for 
a quarantine ru e. p U ^j n g any VOSSel into U State of 

quarantine, or for regulating the intercourse of vessels 
in a state of quarantine with the shore or with other 
vessels, or for regulating the intercourse between 
places where an infectious disease prevails and other 
places, shall be punished with imprisonment of cither 
description for a term which may extend to six 
months, or with fine, or with both. 

272. Whoever adulterates any article of food or 
Adulteration of drink, so as to make such article 

food or drink which noxious as food or drink, intending 
ie intended tor Bhie. ^ ge ]j auc h article as food, or drink, 

or knowing it to be likely that the same will be sold 
as food or drink, shall be punished witji imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to six months, or with fine which may extend 
to one thousand Rupees, or with, both. *4 

273. Whoever sells, or offers or exposes for side, 

as food or drink, any artiste which 
foSor drink** 0 ' 18 has been rendered or has beoome nox- 
ious, or is in a state unfit .'for food or 
$rfck, knowing or having reason to believe that the 
is noxious as food or drink, s hall he punished 
wifcbisiqnfeenffi^^ for « term 
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which may extend to six months, or with fine which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

The adulteration mentioned in the two preceding sections must be 
such as renders it injurious to health. Mixing watei with milk, 
sloe leaves with tea, or chicory with coffee would not be punishable. 

It would be otheiwise with such compounds as beer doctoied with 
strychnine, spints mixed with vitriol, cakes coated with red lead, 
and such like poisonous compounds. Wheie the person charged is him- 
self the party who has directed the adulteration, the fact that the arti- 
cle has been sold, or was manufactured for sale, will be sufficient to 
warrant a conviction. On the other hand where the patty is merely 
the vendor of that which has been manufactured by others, some fur- 
ther evidence will be necessary, m order to show that he knew not only 
that theie was some adulteration, but also what was the extent, and^ i 
probable consequence of that adulteration. It nouBt be lemembered 
that in most cases there are some recognised mode of adulterating 
particular articles of food, which are perfectly well known to the trade, 
and theiefore where it is shown that the vendor knew that the article 
was in fact adutterated, it will in most cases be no very unsafe pie- 
sumption that he had reason to know what the character of the adulter- 
ation was. The knowledge of the adulteration will seldom be capable 
of direct proof. Where the aiticle is in fact adulteiated, and where it 
is shown that the vendor purchased it at a price below that for which 
the genuine article could be procured, such knowledge may safely be 
inferred* The presumption would be strengthened if it could be shown 
that the vendor bad seveial articles of the same species on hand, at 
different prices, some adulterated and some not, or adulterated to dif- 
ferent degrees. 

Little difficulty can ever he felt where the bad quality of the article 
arises, not from any adulteration which might possibly escape notice, 
but from its own intrinsic defects. As for instanoe, where unsound 
meat is sold* And, even though the defect has escaped the notice of 
the purchaser, it must be remembered that the seller has generally such 
an accurate knowledge of the qualities of his ware, and of the previous 
history of each particular article, as renders it very unlikely that he 
could be ignorant of any fault of a glaring character. 

274. Whoever adulterates any drug or medical 
preparation, in such a manner as to 
o£ lessen the efficacy or change.the ©per- 
•ation of such drug or medical prepa- 
ration, ox to make it noxious, intending that it shall 
be sold or used for, or knowing it to be likely that it 
■will be sold or used for any medicinal purpose, as if 
it bad not undergone such adulteration, shall be pun- 
ished with imprisonment of either description for a 
team which may extend to six months, or with fine 
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•which may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with 
both. 


275. Whoever, knowing any drug or modionl 
preparation to have been adulterated 
«d S dJug8 adult<lrat ' ' n su °h a manner as to lessen its efli- 
vtU8 ' cacy, to change its operation, or to 

render it noxious, sells the same, or offers or exposes 
it for sale, or issues it from any dispensary for medi- 
cinal purposes as unadulterated, or causes it to be 
used for medicinal purposes by any person not know- 
ing of the adulteration, shall be punished with im- 
'■prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to six months, or with fine which may 
extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 


tFader this and tbe previous Section it is not necessary to show that 
the drug- was so adulterated as to render it noxious to life. It is 
sufficient if its efficacy is lessened- The necessity for this enactment 
is obvious enough. All drugs are of a recognised average strength* 
and prescriptions are made up on the understanding that they possess 
such strength. If however the drug which, a physician prescribes 
proves to be only half the strength on which he calculated* it may 
prove wholly useless, and death may ensue before the error is remedied. 
The act only speaks of the efficacy of the drug being lessened, or its 
operation changed. It would however be necessary to show that the 
difference in the drug was of so considerable a character as to make 
an appreciable and important charge m its character and effect. The 
use of the word “ adulteration” implies the mixture of some foreign 
element. And thereloie a merely inferioi quality of the same medicine 
will not amount to an adulteration. Tor instance, there arc many dif- 
ferent sorts of cod liver oil, and the same oil prepared in different ways 
may produce different degrees of effect. But if au apothecary* being 
ordered to supply a quart of cod* liver oil for a person in consumption, 
were r to send a quart of the most inferior oil of that description* this 
would not be an act indictable under either section, provided the oil, 
however inferior in quality, was genuine of its kind. 

If will be observed that the essence of the offence consists not so 
much in the adulteration, as in the passing the article off as unadulterat- 
ed* Any one who chooses muy mix anything he likes with any 
medirine, but he must not sell it as if it was unadulterated, »or for the 
purpose of being sold as unadulterated. This must % imagine be 
taken as the meaning of the words u knowing it to he i&eljr that it 
wilt be sold as if it had not undergone such adulteration*** If a drug' 
Jgist were to sell a compounded medicine to an apothecary* oommunt* 
<$&tag<exafitty its real nature to him, he could not be tendered crimi- 
'na%^ i#swerabte because the apothecary sold* it again as genuine 
even tlgsgit hfo jqjwteigsuftt the mmi* made it very 



191 


OFFENCES AGAINST FtfSIlC HEALTH, 


probable that $uch might be the result* But it would be very differ- 
ent if it could be shown that he supplied the spurious commodity, bv 
mutual understanding-, for the puipose of being issued to the world as 
something different. 

2?6. _ Whoever knowingly sells, or offers or expos- 

Safe of any drug es f° r sale, or issues from a dispensary 

«prSabon drus for medicinal purposes, any drug or 

‘ medical preparation as a different drug 

or medical preparation, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to six months, or with fine which may 
extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

The offence constituted by this Section does not involve the idea of 
any adulteration or inferioiity in the substituted medicine. It is suffi- 
cient that it is not in fact what it purports to be. If a chemist were 
to discover a drug which he consideied to be just as effective as qui- 
nine, and which, could be procured for half the price, he would not he 
justified in selling it as quinine, even though it answered piecisely the 
eame purpose. The fraud consists, not in the injury done, but in the 
false pietence by which persons who supnose that they are usin«- one 
medicine are forced to use another against their will. 3 


277. Whoever voluntarily corrupts, or fouls the 
Fouling the water w . ater of any public spring or reser- 
«f a public spnug vior, so as to render it less fit for the 
or reservoir. purpose for which it is ordinarily 
used* shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to three 
months, or with fine which may extend to five hun- 
dred Rupees, or with both. 

278. Whoever voluntarily vitiates the atmos- 

Making atmos- P^ere an y place so as to mak-s it 
phere noxious to noxious to the health of persons in 
general dwelling or carrying on busi- 
ness in the neighbourhood or passing aloDg a public 
way, shall be punished with fine which may extend 
to five hunderd Rupees. 

279. Whoever drives any vehicfe, or rides on 
Rash driving or any public way in a manner so rash 

riding on a public or negligent as to endanger human 
7?' life, or to be likely to cause hurt or 

to any other person, shall he punished with 
^i l W fjfOiaiaent of either description for a term which 
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may extend to six months, or with fine which may 
extend to one thousand Kupees, or with both, 

This is the first of a series of Sections (27tVJ8i)) by which mere 
nealigence is made punishable, apart from am injury actually done. 
It is plain that the essence of the offence conMM* in the po«M nlny of 
injury, and net in Us actual occurrence, a* all the clauses contain the 
words likely to cause hurt or iitj ury, d ^ or words of a similar nature, 
and the occurience of actual injuiy meets with punishment under 
ss 337 and 33S ; though stransely ctminrh the actual inflicting of hurt 
is liable to a less punishment under s. 337 than the cmumUsiou of the 
same act would be if no hurt resulted. Nor is it necessary that there 
should be any intention to injure. It is sufficient if the carelessness 
is such as does cause, or is likely to cause injury. 
r In order to make a person ctiminally responsible for negligence, 
the act complained of must appear to be his own personal neglect or 
default. In a civil suit a man is responsible for the acts of his 
servants, but in criminal matters he is not. In a recent case, the 
prisoner was a seller of fireworks. In his absence a f\re took place in 
his house, in consequence of which a rocket went off, and caused the 
death of another. It was held that he was not criminally answerable, 
Cockburn, C. J, said : — 

w The prisoner kept a quantity of fireworks in his house, hut that alone 
did not cause the fire by which the death #as occasioned, it waa the super- 
added negligence «»f some one else that caused it. Had the death proceeded 
from the natural cunaequencos of this keeping of the fireworks, as for inatnmiy, 
if from the prisoner’s negligent keeping of them, a rocket had o off in 
spontaneous combustiim, and so mused the death, the conviction might hava 
heau maintained. But beie the death was caused by the act of the defend- 
ant pZ us the act of some oue else.” (Beg. - u. Beunot -3 LJ. MU, 127 Bell I.) 

According to the doctrines of Civil law, even nil hough the defendant 
has been guilty of negligence, still if that neyligenco would have been 
harmless only for equal or greater ncgiitrcuce on the part of the plain- 
tiff, the latter cannot recover. (3 M St W* 24S. Dowell <?. btentti 
Navigation Company. 26 LJ. QB* 50. 5 hi. & B» 195. Tuff v. 
■Warman 27 LJ. UP. 322. 5 CB. NS. 573. Silts L. Sc 8. W. 
By.^6 U, Ex. 349. 2 II Sc N. 454.) 

Thia rule will, I imagine, be applied in cases under the Penal Code 
merely for the purpose of ascertaining whether the act complained of 
whs one whose natural or necessary result would be of an injurious 
character. Every one is expected to exercise an ordinary degree of 
care on his own behalf ; and therefore if an accident were to happen 
to a person solely or principally from the absence of such ordinary care, 
I conceive that the defendant would not be criminally puniababw* even 
though he was to some degree remiss, and might by greater care have 
avoided doing harm. Per instance, although the driver of a vehicle 
Jm no right to run over persons in the middle of ibeidad, still stieh 
f ^persons are expected to get out of the way of vehicles* Therefore if 
«$&r*on gets run overby standing in the middle of the road, or by 
£ in front of* carriage, the driver wotdd * jmH* liable to in- 
dictoen^ho W* P* out of 
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way, although if he had driven more slowly or exercised greater 
care, the collision might have been avoided. 

But it may well be that an indictment will be sustainable though 
there has been a degree of negligence on the part of the prosecutor 
which would incapacitate him from bringing a civil amt. The object 
of a suit is to recover damages for an injury, and it is fair that such 
damages should not be recovered if the plaintiff has brought the harm 
upon himself. But the object of an indictment is to protect the public, 
and it will be sustainable if the defendant has in any important degree, 
though not wholly, contributed to the injury. (See Dant’s case, L & C. 
673 and note.) 

The burthen of proving negligence always rests on the prosecution. 
The mere fact that an injury has taken place, which would not have 
taken place if the defendant had acted in some different way, will he^ 
no evidence of negligence, unless he acted wrongly and negligently in 
what he did or left undone. In a very recent case where a woman was 
run down by an omnibus, Erie, C J. stated the facts of the case, and 
the law as follows : — 


i( In. this case it appears that the night was dark, and that there was a 
storm of snow, and foot-passengers crossing the street were bound to be 
extremely cautious in doing bo, just as much as the drivers of vehicles were 
bound to drive cautiously. It does not appear that the defendant's vehicle 
was coming along at an improper speed, but on the contrary, that there was 
abundant time at the rate at which the coachman was driving for foot-pas- 
sengers, if aware of his approach, to have slipped backward or forward, and 
got clear of his horses— as much time for them to have done that as for tile 
driver to have stopped or got out of their way. The only ground suggested 
for imputing any breach of duty to the driver, is that at the time of the acci- 
dent he was looking round to speak to the conductor ; blit that liemigh&'do 
for any lawful purpose, and at the time he did so, he was driving on his proper 
ride of the street, and at a proper speed, and it amounts to no affirmative 
breach of his duty. There appears to be just as much reason for saying that 
the woman negligently ran against the defendant's horses, as that the horses 
were negligently driven against them ; and if they had injured the horseB or 
the omnibus, it might with equal jastice have been said that they were liable 
for such injury the rule being* that it is equally the duty of foot-passengers 
when crossing a street to look out for vehicles, as it is the duty of the drivers 
of vehicles to look out for f cob-passengers.” 

* 

Williams, J. said : — 

« I entirely concur ; and only wish to add that there is another rule as to 
leaving evidence to a jury, which is of the greatest importance,, and that is,, 
that where the evidence is equally consistent with either negligence pr 4 #** 
negligence, it is not competent for tb e judge to leave it to the jury to find 
either alternative, hut it must be taken as amounting to no proof at all. v 
(Cotton v. Wood 20 L J. C P. 333. 8 CB. N8*568- See Hammock w White 31 
TJ. CP. 12& 11 CB- NSv 588- Smith v. 0. K Ry: 2 L ft. CP. 4s) 


But there may be cases where the very fact of the accident raises the 
presumption of negligence, at least so far as to throw upon the defend- 
ant the burthen of showing that there was no negligence on his part. 
JPor instance, where the plaintiff while walking along the street was 
' ' by a barrel falling upon him from an upper window, it was 
thfct the plaintiff need not show affirmatively that there was neglir 
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gencc on ilte part of the defendant. (Byrne r. Boadlc. 33 L J. Ex 
13, 2 H. Si C. 722* Scott u. London Dock Co. 3}* LJ, Kx. 230,) 

Where the person injured is in another vehicle, as for instance, a 
carnage, railway train, or ship, it has been held that he is so lar 
identified with the person managing that vehicle, that if the accident 
is brought about by the fault of the manager, so that the latter could 
not complain of it, neither can he. (Thorogood t\ Bryan S O', it. 
115 5 doubted in the Milan. 31 L. J. Adra. 1Q5.) And so where the 
person injuied was a child, who was under the caro of a grown pmott, 
to whose negligence the accident was mainly owing, though the de- 
fendant was also in some degree to blame, it was held that no action 
could be maintained in the name of the child, since he was hiuilitied 
with the party under whose charge he was, and the latter was -o much 
in fault that he could not have surd. {Waite v . N. K. Ky. Com- 
"pany, 28 L Q, B. 258. E. B, & E. 719.) But the. common law doc- 
trine, which forbids an action where there has been contributory 
negligence on the part of persons connected with the plaintiff, would 
not be applied in cases under the Penal Code l where the immediate 
cause of the injury was the defendant’s negligence. TinMjneMmn would 
still be, was the injury caused by the negligence or rashness of the de- 
fendant. If it was, then he is liable. 

Of course, the conductor of a vehicle will always be answerable cri- 
minally, as he would formerly have been answerable civilly, for an in- 
jury resulting to those under his own care through his rashness or 
neglect. 

2S0. Whoever navigates any vessel in a manner 
so rash or negligent ns to endanger 
oEa vMsoi. V,Eail ° n human life, or to be likely to cause hurt 
or injury to any other person, shall ho 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to six months, or with fine 
, which may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with 
both. 

281. Whoever exhibits any false light, mark, or 

Exhibition of a J^oy, intending or knowing it to be 

faiac light, mark, likely that such exhibition will mislead 
or buoy any navigator, shall bo punished with 

imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to seven years, or with fine, or with both. 

282. Whoever knowingly or negligently conveys, 

or causes to bo conveyed for hire, any 
i.ywater^forwio person by wator in any Vessel, when 
i« a w wai ojar that vessel isin such astate or so loaded 

• / ‘ as to endanger the life of 'that person, 

1 . % 
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shall be punished with imprisonment of either descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to six months, or 
with fine which may extend to one thousand Rupees, 
or -with both. 

_A ship owner, who knowingly sends out an unseaworthy vessel 
will not be liable under this section, (though lie will be under s. 
336) if it sinks carrying with it crew and captain, for they are not 
being conveyed for bile. But he would be answerable if a single 
passenger went to the bottom, or even if nothing whatever happened, 
piovuled the condition of the ship was, and might have been foreseen 
to be dangerous. And I conceive it would bB just the same if no 
danger whatevei occurred, pt ovided there would have been danger in 
the oidinary course of things. If a ship weie to be sent to China in 
a state which would lender it unsafe if had weather came on, it would* 
be no answer, after the event, to show that in point of fact there had 
been a calm the whole way. But a ship may be seaworthy for one 
voyage, for instance, a short coasting expedition, which would not be 
seaworthy if sent out across the ocean. (Smith. Merc L, 382.) 

283. Whoever, by doing* any act, or by omitting 

_ . to take order with any property in his 

Ktruotion m a pub- possession or under Ins charge, causes 
hu way or naviga- danger, obstruction, or injury to any 
person in any public way or public line 
of navigation, shall be punished with fine which may 
extend to two hundred Rupees. 

Accordingly, blasting stones in a quarry adjoining a highway, (Beg. 

Mutters 34 LJ. MC- 22) or the erection of telegiaph posts, of such 
dimensions as to render the way less commodious than before to the 
public was held to be an unlawful act and a public nuisance. (Beg. 
v. United Kingdom Electric Telegiaph Company, 31 LJ. MO. 166.) 
And so, the laying down of a tramway in a load was held to be a 
nuisance, as being a substantial obstiuction to the ordinary use of the 
road for carriages and horses, and as lendenng the highway substan- 
tially unsafe and inconvenient, although to that pait of the public" who 
used it as a tramway, it was perfectly safe, and a great convenience. 
(Reg, v. Train. 31 LJ. MC. 169.) But a merely temporary obstruction 
to a thoroughfare, in doing a lawful and necessary act, as the repair 
of a house, is by English Law not a nuisance (Herring v. Met. Bd. 
of Works. 34 LJ. MC 224, 227.) It seems doubtful whether any 
such exception can be grafted on s. 283, and such exceptional 
cases are even under English law not regarded with favour. Eor 
instance, it was held where an occupier of a house took up the 
pavement, and dug a trench in the highway fot the purpose of lay- 
ing down a gaspipe from the main into bis own house, that his act 
was indictable as a nuisance, and could not be justified as being such 
a temporary obstruction of the highway as was incidental to the 
pjpQpex enjoyment of his property. (Reg, %k Longton 29 LJ MC. 118.) 
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It will also be necessary to exercise caution in applying the English 
Equity Cases upon this subject. Many acts arc admittedly nuisances 
at criminal law, though their civil consequences are not so important 
as to induce a Couit of Equity to interfere by injunction. \See Atty. 
Gen, v . Cambridge Gas Co. 4LR. Ch. 71* 83,) 

No offence will have been committed where the injury followed from 
a lawful act, done in a proper manner. For ^ instance, where the 
defendant, being employed by a duly authorised corporation, to 
construct a sewer in a highway, tilled it in properly, and some months 
afterwards a hole formed in the place from the natural subsidence of 
the materials. Tt was held that no responsibility attached to the de- 
fendant for damage caused to the plaintiff by tumbling into the hole. 
(H^ams v. Webster 4 LR. QB. 138.) It would have been different, 
of course, if he had made the sewer without authority, or filled it up in 
.negligent manner. 

Under this section also, as in all the similar cases* the danger or 
injury must be such as would naturally follow from the act. There- 
fore where the facts were, that the defendant being possessed of land 
abutting on a public foot-wav, excavated an area in, the course of 
budding a house immediately adjoining the foot-way, and left it un- 
protected, and a person walking in the night fell in, the defendant was 
held to be liable ; though in point of law, the party who fell in was off 
the road, and was in law a trespasser, (Barnes v. Ward. 9 CB, 
292* Hadley v. Tajlor. I LR. CP. 53.) But the contraiy was held 
where a man made a well in the middle of his field through which there 
was a right-of-way, and a person straying off the path at night fell 
iuto it Martin B, after eiting the last case with approval, said ; 

But when the excavation la made at some distance from the way, and 
the person falling into it would ho a txosp.iseicr upon the defendant's land 
before he reached it, the case seem to mo to bo different. We do not kco 
where the liability is to stop, A man going oft a road in a dark night and 
losing his way, may wander to any extent. We think the proper ami true 
test of legal liability is, whether the excavation be substantially adjoining the 
way.*’ (Hardcastle v, S. v* RY* Co. 28 LJ. Kx, 130. 4 H & N. 07. Ibuineell v. 
Smith. 29 LJ. CP, 203,7 GB, NS 731. Biuksv, South Yorkshire # RaU way 
€o. 82 LJ. QB. 26. 3 B & S. 244.) 

The fact that the owner has given permission to the public, or to a 
certain class of persons, to pass over his property, does not make 
it a public way, so as to prevent his erecting dangerous constructions 
upon it, or even so as to cast upon him the obligation of fencing them 
round so as to guard against injury from them* Therefore whave the 
workmen in a Government dock -yard were allowed to cross certain 
land within the premises in order to reach water closets, ^ and a Govern- 
ment contractor was allowed to erect machinery which mossed the 
shortest and most convenient* though not the only, way to thews water- 
closets, and one of the workmen was injured by the machinery^ it waa 
held that no action was maintainable against the contractor* (Boloh e* 
-Smith 3 1 LJ, Ex. 201. 7 t H & N. 736* Gautret e. Egjnftm % LR* OP* 
IJpL) But even in such a case the owner of the land h bound not to 
do any thing* likely to cause injury to those who come upon the land by 
bis without giving them doe notice, or otherwise placing it in 
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their power to protect themselves. Therefore where upon a private road, 
along which persons were in the habit of passing with the owner’s per- 
mission, the defendant placed building material and gave no notice by 
signal or otherwise, it was held that he was liable for the injury which 
accrued to a passer by. Willes, J, said, 

“ The defendant had no right to set a trap for the plaintiff, A person coming 
on lands by license has a right to suppose that the person who gives him the 
license will not do any thing which causes him an injury.” (Corby v Hill. 
27 U. CP. 318. 4 CB. NS. 556, and see Bolch. v t Smith, ub. supra. White 
v Phillips 33 LJ. CP. 33%) 

The property which creates the nuisance must be under the control 
of the person charged, so as to make it possible for him to remove 
the obstruction or cause of danger. Accordingly, where a ship sunk 
in a navigable river without the fault of the owner, and was abandoned 
by him, it was held that he was not answeiable either by indictment or 
suit, for any injury that might result from its lying in the bed of th* 
river. The Court considered that after shipwreck and abandonment, 
tbe property ceased to be in the possession and under the control of 
the former owner, and that he was under no obligation to add to his 
existing misfortune bv incurring the expense Df either raising the 
vessel, or keeping a continual watch over it. (Brown v. Mallett. 5 
C- B. 599) 

A question may often arise under this section as to the respective 
hablities of the owner , and the occupier of propeity. According to 
the doctrine both of Criminal and of Civil law, the tenant is the person 
primarily liable, where the property in his occupation is a nuisance to 
others, either through an act or an omission on his part. And this 
would be so, even though as between himself and his landlord he was 
under no obligation to repair. In an old case, the defendant was in- 
dicted for not repairing a house standing ruinous upon tbe highway 
and likely to fall. Just such a case as is pointed to by s. 283. The 
indictment alleged that he was bound to repair, by reason of the nature 
of his holding , and the verdict found that he was a tenant at will, 
who certainly is not bound to repair, as regaids himself and his lessor. 
But the Court held that the statement that he wa3 bound to repair 
by reason of his holding was 

u Only an idle allegation ; for it is not only charged, but found, that Jibe de- 
fendant was occupier, and in that respect he is answerable to the public j for 
tbe house was a nuisance as it stood, and the continuing the house in that con- 
dition is continuing the nuisance. And as the danger is the matter that con- 
cerns the public, the public are to look to the occupier, and not to the estate, 
which is not material in such case to the public ” (Reg, v. Watts. I Salk. 
367.) 

So in a case where the charge was that the defendant, the occupier 
of a house, kept hie privy in such a state that the soil penetrated into 
his neighbour’s cellar, the Court pithily said, “ he whose dirt it is, 
must keep it that it may not trespass.” (Tenant v. G-oldwin. 1 Salk. 
360. Hodgkinson v. Ennor. 32 LJ. QB. 231. Fletcher u. Bylands. 
1 LB, Ex. 265. 3 LB. HL. 330.) 

- Even acts done by others, not upon tbe defendant’s property, nor 
his permission, if caused by his use of his own pioperty, may be 
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the subject of an indictment. For instancy a man established upon 
his land a shooting ground for killing pigeons, in consequence of 
which persons collected in the neighbourhood to kill the pigeons which 
escaped from his land, and he was indicted and convicted for the nui- 
sance so caused, though there was evidence that he employed persons 
to keep these irregular shooters off his grounds. LittlcdalV, ,1. said . 

“ It bus boon contended that to render the defendant liable, it ntu-A be 
his object to create a mnaruiec, or «Ibo that muni ho the itoecs*ury and in* 
evitable result of lna set No doubt it \vn« not hiw ohjuui, but l do not , 1*41 ee 
with tbs other posit inn ; becattesu if it the probable eonaotpicnce id his act, 
lie is answerable as if it were Ins actual object.’* 

And Taunton, J. said, 


ct It is laid down'that all common stages for rope dancers* and all common 
gaming houses aio nuisances in the eye of the law, because they 

are great temptations to idlenchs, but because they are apt to draw together 
great numbers of disorderly poraons, which cannot but be very inconvenient 
To the neighbourhood . Also it has boon hohien that a common plaj house 
may be a nuisance if it draw togetkci such a number of coaches or jieoplc, 
as prove generally mconvemimt to the places adjacent. The present is a 
very similar case. (Rex. v, Moore. 3 B. & Ad. 184. 1S8.) 

So in this country nautchcs, or displays of lire work# upon n man’s 
own premises, might be indictable on account of the danger or ob- 
struction caused by them to passers by. (Walker o Brewster. f» Lit* 
Eq. 25.) 


According to civil law, and a fortiori according to criminal law,tho 
landlord is not liable, meicly because premises in the occupation ol ft 
tenant are in such a state as to amount to a nuisance* Where the 
owner of property was sued for not repairing Ins fences, whereby the 
plaintiff was damaged. Loid Kenyon, 0. J. said, 


“It is clear that this action cannot bo maintained against the owner of 
the inberitanen, wheu it is m tlie possession of .mother person It mo 
notoriously the duty of the actual occupier to repair the fences, and ho htllo 
tbo duty of the laudlord, that without any agreement to that effect, the 
landlord may maintain an action against his tenant for not doing so, i,|mu 
tho ground of the injury done to the inheritance. And deplorable indeed 
would be the situation of landlords, if they wore liable to be harassed with 
actions for the culpable neglect of thuir tenants.) (Cheetbam t\ Hanmson* 
4. T. E. 318.) 


Anjj so it was held where the action against the owner, who was not 
the occupier of the house, was for allowing sewers to remain undrained 
so as to be unhealthy. (Russell v Snenton, 3 Q. H* 44!h) 

On the other hand a person who has created a nuisance upon his 
property while in his possession, cannot free himself from liability mere- 
ly by leasing it out to another As for instance, if a wmn were to demise 
a house which was in a ruinous and falling state, or which bad Any 
other dangerous or unwholesome nuisance upon it. (R. v. Pfcdly, I 
Ad. k E. 822. Todd *. Flight, 30 IJ* CP. 21. 9 OB. NS. 377, 
Draper v. Sperring. 30 LJ. M. 0.225. 10 CB. NS* 113.) Here 
the continually recurring evil is the result of the acts done or allowed 
claing possession, and whoso continuance is sanctioned by letting out 
th^fpwiseaon w^ich they are, and therefore they t will be properly 
punishable* And so it Ja at civil law, where &e laruitotd receives back 
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into his possession, property upon which a nuisance has been created 
during the tenancy, and then lets it out again with the nuisance upon 
it. (Ibid.) Eor th^ person who receives a profit from the use is an- 
swerable for the nuisance. (I A & E. 827.) 

But under the Code, inasmuch as the landlord had not himself 
caused the obstruction by doing any act, his liability would turn upon 
the question, whether he had, while the property was again in his 
possession, omitted suchpioper precautions as he was bound to take 
to prevent the continuance of the nuisance. This would be a question 
of fact, depending on his own personal knowledge of the existence of 
the nuisance, upon the length of time the property remained in his 
possession, and upon the absence of any propei steps to secure its 
removal. If he leased the property out again, not knowing of the ex- 
istence of any thing injurious, or with due stipulations that the tenant 
should lemedy it, I do not think he would be indictable, * 

And it has even been held that a landlord who continued a 
tenancy from year to year was answerable for a nuisance which had 
been cieated since the commencement of the tenancy, and of which he 
had no knowledge, because each year that the tenancy was continued 
was a new letting. (Gandy v. Jabber 33 LJ. QB 151 ) But such 
a case would clearly not be within the Penal Code, as it could not be 
said that the property with the nuis.uice upon it had ever been m his 
possession or under his charge. 

A dillerent question would arise where the paity who created or 
permitted the nuisance, sold the property instced of leasing it. Here, 
according to English civil law, Ins liability would cease, and that of 
the purchaser be substituted. The latter position was expressly laid 
down by Littledale, J* in one of the cases cited above. (1 Ad. & E. 
827.) Where he says, 

“ If a nuisance be created, and a man purchases the premises with the 
nuisance upon them, though there be a demise for a term at the time of the 
purchase, so that the pui chaser has no opportunity of removing the nuisance, 
yet by purchasing the reversion, he makes himself liable for the nuisance.” 

The former position seems also to follow from the principle on 
which the responsibility of the landlord is rested, viz., tf that the re- 
ceipt of rent is an upholding and continuing of the nuisance. 5 ’ (1 A. 
& E. 826.) It necessarily follows that one who has parted with all 
interest in and power over the land must cease to be answerable in 
inspect of it. I conceive that in such a case the pui chaser would 
not be ciiminally liable under s. 283 It is cleai that the purchaser 
of picperty out on lease has it not either " in his possession nor under 
his charge,” and the danger, &c„ certainly does not arise fiom his 
u doing any act or omitting to take order with the property,” over which 
he has no control. As regards the seller, the case supposes that the 
danger, See, has arisen from acts done or omitted by him while the 
property was in his possession. If so he would remain liable under 
the Code. Of course, as his possession became moie remote in point 
of time, the difficulty of tracing any danger, injury or obstruction to 
immediate act or omission would become greater and greater. 
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Again, there may arise many questions as to who is the person, in 
whose possession or under whose charge the property is* or was at the 
time of the wrongful act* I imagine that these words describe what 
is generally known as the occupant of premises. Where the owner 
keeps the property in his own hands, he will be the occupant * wheru 
he puts in a tenant, the latter will be the occupant, and the occupation 
of servants or agents will in either case be the occupation of tin* 
principal. (Rich. v. Basterfield, 4 & B. 783.) So even a landlord 
may, under temporary circumstances, be in possession of pinmisus, 
which are leased out, as for instance, if they are giveu up to him for 
the purpose of executing repairs. (Leslie Pounds, 4 Taunt. 649.) 

But although the possession of the servant or agent willbc the 
possession of the master, the acts or omissions must be the personal 
acts or omissions of the occupant himself, In one case the captain 
and pilot of a steamer — that is, the persons in whose possession and 
charge it was — were indicted for running down a smack, and it 
appeared that when the steamer started there was a man forward in 
the forecastle to keep a look out, that the accident happened at night, 
when the captain and pilot were on the bridge betweeu the paddle 
boxes, and that no persou was forward on the look out at the time. 
Park, J*. said, 

4f Then the captain is not responsible in felony. It is the fault of the 
person who ought to be there, and who may have disobeyed orders. In a 
criminal case every man is responsible fur his own acts , there must bo 
some personal act. These persons may be civilly responsible,** 

At the conclusion of the case a juryman asked, *' Is the captain 
bound to have a person on the look out?” 

Alderson, B answered, 

Civilly he is, but not criminally.” (1 Buss. 873. See too Daniel o. 
Metropolitan Railway Co. 3 LR. OP. 216, 519 ) 

This last answer must be taken with a little explanation, or it may 
be misunderstood. The captain of a ship is bound to take the usual 
precautions to have a person on the look out. If the captain of a 
steamer were to go quietly to sleep, knowing perfectly that there was 
no watch on deck, and that there would be no watch, he would be 
criminally liable, for this would be a direct act of personal misconduct. 
What thdjudgment meant was, that if he had reason to believe thaUJbe 
proper precautions were being taken, he would not be answerable if 
those precautions were in fact neglected, without his knowledge* * 

Again, who may be said to be u in charge” of property f I con- 
ceive, only the person whose duty it is, in consequence of that position, 
to do or refrain from the particular act which is the ground of com- 
plaint* If I put a servant in charge of my house during fifty absence, 
he will be answerable if he lets off rockets out of the windows, so as 
to'frighten the horses of passers by. But he wUl owrtldaly not be 
answerable for omissions to repair, which he has neither power nor 
authority to-do. 

Ag oan aperW besfciA to be hading* of property, because he 
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lias a particular duty cast upon him in respect of it ? For instance, a 
landlord who ia bound to make all repairs in a house. Municipal Com- 
missioners whose duty it is to keep the roads in order ? Civilly the 
landlord and the Commissioners would certainly be liable to any one 
who was injured by their neglect. (Rogers v. Payne, 2 H. Bl. 350. 
Mersey Docks v. Gibbs, 1 LR. HL. 93.) Criminally, I think, the land- 
lord would not be liable, but that the Commissioners would. Upon 
the latter point! however, I advance my opinion with very great 
diffidence. 

I think a landlord would not be liable merely upon bis agreement 
with the tenant. The civil action rests upon the breach of his duty, 
and upon the ground, that if the party injured were compelled to sue 
the tenant, the latter would have his action against the landlord, which 
would tend to the multiplication of suits. (Per Heath J. 2 H. BL 
351.) The statutory liability is limited to those who have possession* 
or charge of the property, both of which words seem to me to involve 
the idea of custody, and not to refer merely to the power or duty of 
doing acts. 

As regards Municipal Commissioners, however, Act XIV of 1856, 
s» 5 , expressly enacts that all public streets and roads, and their mate- 
rials, shall be vested in and belong to the Commissioners.” Then 
as regards the duty cast upon them, s. 9 provides that they shall so 
far as the public funds at their disposal will admit, fiom time to time 

cause the public streets and roads to be maintained and repaired 5 

ajid may also make and keep in repair any footways.” (to Madras Act 
j XX o/1867, ss, 100. 107.) Here then we have the roads made the pro- 
perty of the Commissioners, and *an imperative duty, to the extent of 
their funds, cast upon them of repairing the highways. Now accord- 
ing to English law, a similar duty of repair was cast upon the 
inhabitants of the parish, and for breach of this duty an indict- 
ment would lie. No doubt it was also held that no indictment 
would lie against Turnpike Trustees for neglect of the roads, but 
those decisions rested upon the principle that the parties properly 
liable were the inhabitants of the parish, who were at once the 
owners of the road, and bound at law to repair it. (R. v . Nether- 
thong. 2 B. & Aid. 179, Reg. v. Oxford and Witney 12 Ad. & E. 
427.) It appears to me, then, that under Act XIV of 185 S, the iffltuni- 
cipal Commissioners are placed in the same position as the inhabitants 
of an English parish were at common law, except that their obligations 
terminate with their funds. It would follow then that under 9 . 283 
they could be indicted for injury resulting from their own acts or 
omissions, provided, in the latter case, they were shown to have funds 
at their disposal. But if the nuisance complained of arose, not from 
any wrongful act or omission of their own, but from the wrongful act 
or omission of some person employed by them, and of which they had 
no actual cognisance, they would be liable* to action ; (Mersey Docks 0 . 
Gibbs. I LR. HL, 93. Coe. 0 . Wise. 1 LR. Q. B. 711) and ap- 
parently also to indictment, if the nuisance were caused by the acts of 
parsons employed by them to do the particular thing, in the doing oE 
which the nuisance arose. (Reg. v* Stephens. 1 LR. QB. 792.) But 
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X do not think they could ba indicted for injuries arising from the wrong- 
ful omissions ot their servants, unless traceable to their own personal 
neglect. 

It is certainly to be regretted that neither the framers of the Code 
nor the Law Commissioners should have noticed, either in their illus- 
trations or reports, any of the very important questions to which the 
sections in this chapter give rise, * 

Under all these sections it will probably be held, in conformity 
with the principles of civil law, that much greater caution will be re- 
quired in reference to the general public, than will be called for m re- 
gard to a man’s own servants, who are employed in any occupation of 
danger. Their employment is voluntary, and, from its very nature 
gives them full notice of all the perils to which they are exposed, and 
of the precautions by which those perils may be avoided. According- 
ly where a workman was killed while using a machine for raising 
weights, the evidence being that another and safer mode of raising 
weights was usual, and had been discarded by orders of the defendant, 
it was held that the latter was not liable. Pollock, C. B. said, “ A 
servant cannot continue to use a machine he knows r to be danger- 
ous at the risk of his employer.” (Dynen v . Leach 26 LJ, Ex, $21.) 
But it would be otherwise if the master had directly conduced to the 
irijury of his servant by any act of personal neglect. As for instance, 
where the master was a miner, and the workman had pointed out that 
a stone overhanging the works was dangerous, and likely to fall, and 
it did fall soon after, and killed him. And so in another case, where 
a miner was killed by the fall of a stone upon him while he was being 
drawn up through the shaft of the mine. There it was found that the 
stone fell, by reason of the shaft being in an unsafe state from causes 
for which the master, the defendant, was responsible.” (Cited, 26 
LJ. Ex, 222. Mcllors v. Shaw, SO LJ, QB, 333. 1 B & S. 437* 
Holmes v. Clarke 31 LJ. Ex. 356.) 

So persons engaged in a Gunpowder manufactory, in a Chemist’s 
laboratory, or in a Druggist’s shop are expected to know the dangerous 
character of the articles with which they are surrounded, and to take 
the proper precaution against them. But if similar commodities were 
left afcaut in places open to servants, strangers, and the public gene- 
rally, a much greater degree of precaution would be necessary, In 
guarding against danger, and in giving notice to those who might 
expose themselves to risk. 

By s. 336 any rash or negligent act by which life or safety ia en- 
dangered is punishable. 

284, Whoever does, with any poisonous sub- 

Negligent; con- ston ? e > .&ny act in a manner so rash or 
duct with rasped negligent as to endanger h uman life, 
poisonous or to be likely to cause hurt or injury 
to any other person, or knowing fo or 
omfe totsJke suborder mtk any poison* 
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ous substance in his possession as is sufficient to 
guard against any probable danger to human life from 
such poisonous substance, shall be punished -with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to six months, or with fine which may extend 
to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

285. Whoever does, with fire or any combustible 
matter, any act so rashly or negligent- 
auotf w^respect ty as to endanger human life, or to be 
to any firs or com- likely to cause hurt or iniurv to any 
other person, or knowingly or negli- 
gently o mi ts to take such order with any fire or any 
combustible matter in his possession as is sufficient 
to guard against any probable danger to human life 
from such fire or combustible matter, shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to six months, or with fine 
which may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with 
both. 


286. Whoever does, with any explosive substance, 

__ . any act so rashly or negligently as to 

Snot wifh^espect endanger human life, or to be likely 
to any explosive ^o cause hurt or injury to any other 
su person, or knowingly or negligently 

omits to take such order with any explosive sub- 
stance in his possession as is sufficient to guard, 
against any probable danger to human life from that 4 
substance, shall be punished with imprisonment of 1 
either description for a. term which may extend to 
six months, or with fine which may extend to one 
thousand Rupees, or with both. 


287. Whoever does, with any machinery, any 


danger human life, or to be likely to 
cause hurt or injury to any other 
person, or knowingly or negligently 
omits to take such order with any 
machinery in his possession or under his care as is 
.indent to guard against any s probable danger to 


duct with respect 
to any machinery 
in the possession or 
under the charge 
of the offender* 
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human life from such machinery, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of cither description for a term 
which may extond to six months, or with hue which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

See as to unfeuced machinery, Indermaur v. Dames 3 Lit. Cl*. 311. 

• 288* Whoever, in pulling down or repairing any 

Negligence with ^Mng, knowingly or negligently 
aspect to pulling omits to take such order with that 
Sta r gs rot>airi “ s building as is sufficient to guard 
against any probable danger to human 
life from the fall of that building, or of any part thero- 
■of, shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to six 
months, or with fine which may extend to one thou- 
sand Rupees, or with both. 

289. Whoever knowingly or negligently omits to 

Negligence with 3uc h order with any animal in his 

respect to any am- possession as is sufficient to guard 
iaa " against any probable danger to human 

life, or any probable danger of grievous hurt from 
such animal, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extond to six 
months, or with fine which may extend to one thou- 
sand Rupees, or with both. 

The principal point to be considered under this eection will be the 
kaowledge that the defendant had of the dangerous properties of the 
animal. Where the very nature of the animal givea him warning, his 
knowledge will be assumed, as for instauce, if a person were to oboose 
to make a pet of a tiger or a bear. Otherwise express knowledge wUl 
have to be shown, in order to involve the necessity of unusual caution. 
Where injury is done by a horse, a bull, or a dog, and it is not shown 
that the animal was peculiarly vicious, or that his vice was known to 
his master, no indictment could be maintained unless he had neglect- 
ed the ordinary precautions employed by every one who usea such 
auimals. (Hamxnack ». White 31 LJ. CP. 129. 1 1 CB. N8. 568. Cox 
, 13 CB - NS * 430 ' 32 ' LJ - cp * 8 9- 4 R. J'fc P. 862. 3 
Ma . " p- Appx. 33.) But if the animal had evinced a savage dis- 
position, to the knowledge of the owner, it would not be necessary to 
shew that he had actually injured any one. (Worth v. QBling . 2 LB. 
vf* A*) 

wJSh 18 U he . “ l “ wwn to ^ mischievous, the rule of civil lew 
swathe to infer n*gbg«kw absefatri*. hmM seer* fact than an 
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injury has followed. Where the injury arose from a savage^^ghey, 
Lord Denman laid down the law as follows ; 

“ The conclusion to be drawn from an examination of all the authorities 
appears to be this ; that a person keeping a mischievous animal, with 
knowledge of its propensities, is bound to keep it secure at tos peril ; and 
that if it does mischief, negligence is presumed, without express averment. 
The negligence is in keeping such au animal after notice,’’ (May v. Burdett 
9 QB, 112. Seel LK. Ex. 281.) 

It is probable however that the interpretation of this section would 
be stricter, as is always the case where the doctrine of constructive 
negligence is applied to criminal law, and that if every proper and 
reasonable ptecaution had been taken, no criminal indictment would 
lie, even though the animal finally escaped, and did damage, A good 
deal would also turn upon the lawfulness of the object for which the 
creature was kept. Even if it were legal negligence in a private 
person to keep a tiger for his own amusement, the same doctrine would*' 
not be applied to the keeper of a Government menagerie. If it were, 
such an institution would become impossible. Again, it would be a 
different thing, if it could be shown that the animal was justifiably 
kept for purposes of self-defence. Accordingly, where a man got into 
the garden of another by night, and was there injured by a dog, and it 
appeared*that the dog Was kept for the protection of the garden, and 
was tied up all dny, but was let loose at night ; Lord Kenyon said; 

4t That every man had a right to keep a dDg for the protection Df his garden 
or house : that the injury which this action was calculated to redress, was 
where an animal known to be mischievous was suffered to go at large, and 
tile injury therefore arose from thB fault of the owner in not securing such 
ani mal, SO as not to endanger or injure the public ; that here the animal 
had been properly let loose, and the injury had arisen from the plaintiff’s 
own fault in incautiously going into the defendant’s garden after it had been 
shut up.” (Brock Copeland. 1 Esp. 203.) 

On the other hand, where a commoner turned out on a common; 
across which there were public footpaths, a horse which hekuew to be 
vicious and dangerous, and it kicked and killed a child, it was held that 
he was criminally liable, though the child had strayed on to the com- 
mon a little way off the path. And the majority of the Judges 
seemed to be of opinion that the result would have been the same, 
though the child had strayed a considerable distance from the *path. 
(Beg. tr. Dant. 34 LJ. MC. 119, L & 0. 567.) Under s. 289 the 
question would be merely one of fact ; was the danger which followed, 
one which was rendered probable by letting loose such an animal in 
such a place. 

The defendant is only bound to guard against probable danger, that 
is, such danger as may be calculated to arise from the nature pf the 
beast itself. But I conceive that no indictment would lie if an injury 
arose to any one from their own obstinate and foolhardy conduct in 
venturing too near it, with full knowledge of its qualities. And 
eveu in civil cases. Lord Denman said, that if the injury was solely 
.occasioned by the wilfulness of the plaintiff after warning, that might 
fe* a ground of defence. (9. QB. 113.) 

as I have remarked before, a greater degree of precaution 
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will be necessary in dealing with the general pubho than will be re- 
quired in the case of servants, who take the risk with full knowledge 
of it., A livery stable keeper who knowingly sent a vicious, untrained 
horse to a customer to ride, without informing him of its qualities, 
would be liable under this section* But he would not be ho, if he 
merely put a rough-rider upon the horse's back to break him in, 
though in fact the man were thrown and killed. 


290. Whoever commits a public nuisance in any 

case not otherwise punishable by tins 
p«bUo m>isauce!° r Code, shall be punished witli Him 
which may extend to two hundred 
Rupees. 

291. Whoever repeats or continues a public nui- 

Continuance of sai ? c *> ^ving been enjoined by any 
nuisance after in- public servant who lias lawful authori- 

t?nue! OutOdlS00n ' ty * ssue such injunction not to re- 
peat or continue! such nuisance, shall be 
punished with simple imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to six months, or with fine, or with both. 

See Cr. P. C. ss. 62, 63, 308-314, ante, p. 1 34. 185. 

292. Whoever sells or distributes, imports or 

prints for sale or hire, or wilfully exlri- 
SC e S no e b*ok S o£ ob ' bits > to P ubbc view, any obscene book, 
pamphlet, paper, drawing 1 , painting, 
representation, or figure, or attempts or offers so to do, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of cither descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to three months, or 
with fine or with both. 


Exception — This Section does not extend to any re- 
presentation sculptured, engraved, painted, or other- 
wise represented, on or in any temple, or on any oar 
used for the conveyance of idols, or kopt or used for 
any religious purposo. 

The word “ obscene” is one of considerable ambiguity. In one sense 
Hiran Power’s Statue of the Greek Slave, Rubens 1 Pioture of the Judg- 
ment of Paris, and the works of Martial or Catullus must be consider- 
ed as obscene, that is, as capable of exciting sensual feelings. But 
it could not be endured that a shopkeeper should be prosecuted for 
totting the works just mentioned. I conceive that the word must be 
Ifcwted to those productions whose primary ahd palpable result is to 
exette to lust Whatever may have been the original object of such 
wntw* » Martial or Catullus in their amatory odes, in the present 
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day they are bought and read as monuments of a classical age. Nor 
can there be any greater indelicacy than the delicacy of those, who 
profess to fiud impropriety in some of the noblest works of painting 
and sculpture that have descended to our times. But, however diffi- 
cult it may he to draw the line in words, the distinction between the 
two cases will generally be bold enough. In the language of Cock- 
burn, C. J . 4( the test of obscenity is this, whether the tendency of the 
matter charged as obscenity is to deprave and corrupt those whose 
minds are open to such immoral influences, and into whose hands a 
publication of the soit may fall.” Therefore where a person was 
indicted for selling a book called “ The Confessional Unmasked ; 
shewing the depravity of the Romish Priesthood, the iniquity of the 
confessional, and the questions put to females in confession” and it 
was found that half of the book was grossly obscene, but that the de- 
fendant sold it, not for gain, nor for the purpose of prejudicing good 
morals, but for the purpose of exposing what he considered to be the 
errors of the Church of Rome, a conviction was supported. The Court 1 
held that the immediate motive of the defendant was not the question. 
If in fact the work was one of which it was certain, “ that it would 
suggest to the*rainds of the young of either sex, or even to persons 
of more advanced years, thoughts of a most impure and libidinous 
character,” then its sale was a criminal offence, and it was imma- 
terial that the defendant had in view an ulterior object, which was 
innocent or even laudable. The law assumed that be contemplated 
those results which would naturally flow from the perusal of the trea- 
tise. (Reg. t*. Hicklin. 3 LR. QB. 360. 371.) 

293, Whoever has in his possession any such ob- 
in 0B _ scene book or other thing as is men- 

session = obscene tioned in the last preceding section 
exhibition 8816 ** ^ or P ur P°se of sale, distribution, 
or public exhibition, shall he punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three months, or with fine, or 
’with both. 

294. Whoever sings, recites, or utters in or Hear 

_ any public place any obscene song, 

scene songs, or wor d a to the annoyance of 

others, shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to three 
months, or with fine, or with both. 

The words of this section, which make it necessary that the place 
should be public, and that the act should be to the annoyance of 
others, seems to point to such open obscenitya as would have been a 
nuisance at common law. 

* It seems an established principle, that whatever openly outrages decency 
, did is injurious to public morals, is a misdemeanour at common law. 1 ’ 

■ • (TQwfe 80 . »,> 
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According to English law* such an act, oven if committed in a place 
of public resort, was not indictable if only one person could have been 
annoyed by it. (Arch. 792.) But though the plural word * others* 
is used in this section it includes the singular number under s. 9, 
unless the contrary appears from the context. There certainly is no 
reason why a person who bawled out an indecent song in a railway 
carriage, to the annoyance of a single lady should not be punished 
for it, 

An omnibus is a public place for this purpose, and so of comae 
would a railway train be, (Arch. 792) or any place where a great 
number of persona might be affected hv the criminal uct. (Beg. i\ 
Thallmau 33 L. J. M. C. 53. L. & C 326.) 

*' In considering whether a particular locality is a public plica or not, the 
Courts look at it m respect to the manner in which it was used at the time 
^of the alleged otfenefy Thus, if a village storehouse to which people resort 
*for the purchase of goods, or a shop ft which medicines are sold, ia locked 
up at night, it then ceases to be a public place, though it was suoh during 
the day. And the geueral principle Rooms to be, that the place must be one 
to which people ere at the time privileged to resort, without an invitation 
On the other hand any place may be made public by a temporary assem- 
blage: and the exclusion of few persons is not alone auftich&t to prevent its 
being such.** (1 Bishop, s. 315) 


CHAPTER XV. 

OF OFFENCES RELATING TO RELIGION. 

295. Whoever destroys, damages, or defiles any 
injuring ordefii- place of worship, or any object held 
^uhlntTuo ? acred . b y any class of persona; with the 
msuit tho religion intention ot thereby insulting the re- 
of way class. ligion of any class of persona, or with 
the knowledge that any class of persons is likely to 
consider such destruction, damage, or defilement as 


an insult to their religion, shall be punisbod with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to two years, or with fino, or with both. 


29 G. Whoever voluntarily causes disturbance to 
any assembly lawfully engaged in the 
hgioliaasaembiy 0 " performance of religious worship or 
religious ceremonies, shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of cither description for a 
term which may extend to one your, oi‘ with fine, or 
With both. 

297. Whoever, with intention of wounding tho 
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feelings of any person, or of insulting 
burWi.iacesf &“ the religion of any person, or -with 
. the knowledge that the feelings of 

any person are likely to be wounded, or that the re- 
ligion of any person is likely to be insulted thereby, 
commits any trespass in any place of worship or on 
any place of sepulture, or any place set apart for the 
performance of funeral rites, or as a depository for 
the remains of the dead, or offers any indignity to 
any human corpse, or causes disturbance to any per- 
sons assembled for the performance of funeral cere-^ 
monies, shall be punished with imprisonment of either* 
description for a term which may extend to one 
year, or with fine, or with both. 

298. "Whoever, with the deliberate intention of 
• wounding the 

&c U ^th n !eUb"fte person, utters . . 

intent to wound sound in the hearing of that person, 

ingu o^any'person! or makes any gesture in the sight of 
that person, or places any obj ect in the 
sight of that person, shall be punished with impri* 
sonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to one year, or with fine, or with both. 

These sections are of so dangerous a character, that it is most neces- 
sary to bear in mind the general exceptions contained in ss.^76-8D; 
It is cfear that a missionary or teacher, hondjide ^pursuing his'calling, 
could notbeindicted'for any offence he might give to others, nor of 
course could a magistrate, who felt it to be his duty to prevent or 
interrupt a religious procession. Nor a Municipal Commissio^r or 
Engineer who dug up a burial ground, or threw down a temple, in the 
performance of some public work. Nor a person who did such, an act 
upon ground which was lawfully his own, whatever might be the 
offence given thereby. 

The original framers of the Code say in reference to s. 298 (p. 50.) 
u In framing this clause we had two objects in view , we wish to allow all 
fair latitude to religious discussion, and at the same time to prevent the 
professors of any religion from offering, under the pretext of such discus- 
Bioo, intentional insults to what is held sacred by others. We do not con- 
ceive that any person can be justified in wounding with deliberate inten- 
tion the religious feelings of his neighbours by words, gesture or exhibitions, 
A warm expression dropped in the beat of controversy, or an argument 
urged by a person not for the purpose of insulting and annoying the pro- 
fessors of a different creed, butm good faith for the purpose of vindicating 
will not fall under the definition contained in this clause.’ 

" „* K«?tthstanding this explanation, the complaints against this See- 


religous feelings of any 
any word or makes any 
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tion were numerous, not only from the Missionaries, but from the com- 
pany’s Judges, one of whom, Mr* Giberne, Judge of the Bombay 
Judder Court says, H this clause might, I think, be excluded, for it 
almost amounts to a prohibition of preaching the Gospel.” In com- 
menting upon these criticisms, the Commissioners quote the above 
passage, and go ou to say. 

4< We understand these instances to be mentioned ^as indicative of the 
strictness with which, the definition is to be construed^ ao as to not to make 
a person criminally liable for words, &c,> wounding the religious Mings of 
another,, unless a deliberate intention so to wound his feelings bo unequivo- 
cally manifested, as it would be by mere railing and abuse, and by offen- 
sive attacks upon his religion, under the pretext of discussion, without any 
argument which an impartial arbiter could possibly believe to have boon 
addressed to him in good faith merely for the purpose of convincing him 
of the truth. It is here to be observed, tbat it is not the impresmon 
•of the offended party that is to be admitted to decide whether 
the words uttered deserve to be considered as insulting, and whether 
they were uttered with the deliberate intention o£ insulting ; those arc 
points to be determined upon cool and calm consideration of the circum- 
stances by the judge- Tho intention to wound must bo deliberate, that is, not 
conceived on the sudden in the course of discussion, but premeditated. It 
must appear, not only that the party, being engaged in a disouseion with 
another on the subject of the religion professed by that other, in the course 
of the argument consciously used words likely to wound his religions feel- 
ings, but that he entered into the discussion with the deliberate purpose of 
bo offending him. In other places in the Code, a party is held guilty if he 
causes a oertain effect, the causing of which is an offence, intending to cause 
that effect, or knowing that his act was likely to cause it* Here there is a mark- 
ed difference; although the party uttering offensive words might bo con- 
scious at the moment of uttering them that they wore likely to wound tho 
feelings of hiB audience, yet if it were apparent he uttered them on the spur of 
the occasion, in good faith, simply to further his argument— that he did not 
take advantage of the occasion to utter them in pursuance of deliberate pur- 
pose to offend — he would not we think, bo liable to conviction under k, 208. 
If, however, a party were to force himself upon the attention of another, ad- 
dressing to him, an involuntary hearer, an insulting luveetive against his reli- 
gion, he would, we conceive, fall under thedefmitiqw, for the reasonable infer- 
ence from his conduct would be, that ho had a deliberate intention of found- 
ing the religious feelings of his hearer.’' (Second Report, 1847, s* 252.) 

I have thought it important to give the above eitract.8 at consider- 
able length, as showing what was really meant by those to whom we 
* are indebted for this danse* At the same time I oatmoi but ftel 
moat apprehensive of the effect of a section, which requires so much 
^kplaaation, and is susceptible of so many refined distinction#, 
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CHAPTER XVI. 

OF OFFENCES AFFECTING THE 
HUMAN BODY. 

■ OP OFFENCES AFFECTING LIFE. 

299. Whoever causes death by doing an act with 
the intention of causing death, or with 
J*** h ° mi the intention of causing such bodily 
injury as is likely to cause death, or 
with the knowledge that he is likely by such act to. 
cause death, commits the offence of culpable homicide. 

Illustrations • 

(а) A lays sticks and turf over a pit, with the intention of thereby 
causing death, hr with the knowledge that death is likely to be there- 
by caused. Z, believing the ground to be firm, treads on it, falls in 
and is killed. A has committed the offen ce of culpable homicide. 

(б) A knows Z to be behind a bush. B does not know it. A, in- 
tending to cause, or knowmg it to be likely to cause Z’s death, induces 
B to fire at the bush. B fires and kills Z, Here B may be guilty of 
no offence jbui A has committed the offence of culpable homicide. 

( c ) A, by shooting at a fowl with intent to kill and steal it, kills B, 
who is behind a bush ; A not knowing that he was there. Here al- 
though A was doing an unlawful act, he was not guilty of culpable 
homicide, as he did not intend to kill B, or to cause death by doing an 
act that he knew was likely to cause death. 

To constitute the offence of culpable homicide, not only must the 
act of the offender have caused death, but it must have been done with 
the intention that death should be caused, or the knowledge that death 
was likely to be caused by the act 

Intention must not be confounded with wish. Suppose a man dis- 
charges a pistol at another. He may either wish to kill him, ag for 
instance if the person aimed at is his enemy ; or he may intend to kill 
him, but wish that his death could be avoided, as a criminal firing at 
a policeman to avoid arrest; or he may intend to wound him, knowing 
that the wound may be fatal, but neither wishing nor intending that ife 
should be so ; or he may simply fire at him, as a man often did in a 
duel, neither wishing nor intending either to kill or wound, but merely 
aiming in the direction of his opponent, and taking his chance of any 
consequences that may follow. If in any one of these instances death 
ensued, the act would be culpable homicide* unless legally justifiable. 

Upon a charge of culpable homicide, whether amounting to murder 
or not, it is for the prosecution to establish the intention or knowledge 
which the law requires to make up the offence. (1 K. C, C. CR* 5.) 
these are not established, or where they are negatived, the pro- 
fail (5 R, J & P. 217.) It is not, however, to be sup- 
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posed that direct evidence of the prisoner's mental condition is neces- 
sary, The circumstances which prove the act will in general prove 
the knowledge or intention* It is a fair presumption that every man 
knows the probable result of the act which he does, and if he knows 
the result, then it is an equally fair inferenee that he intends it ; i e., 
that in doing the act, he contemplates that it will lead to that particu- 
lar result. (I B. C, 0. CR. 9.) Sometimes, this presumption is so 
violent that it can only be rebutted by establishing special ignorance on 
the part of the defendant. For instance, if a savage who had never 
seen fire arms, were to discharge a gun at another, no inference could 
be drawn that he intended to kill. In the case of an ordinary person 
the inference would be irresistible. Sometimes the presumption is so 
weak that it can only arise by showing special knowledge* If a phy- 
sician were to caqe a patient who had heart disease, it might probably 
*be assumed that he knew his act was likely to cause death. In the case 
of an ordinary person the contrary presumption would be the fair one. 

Cases in which death is caused while the person is doing an unlaw* 
ful act, or a lawful act in a negligent or improper way, are always 
treated by the English law as manslaughter. They will be culpable 
homicide under the Penal Code, if the death was intended, or might 
fairly have been foreseen. For instance, if a pointsman were to go to 
sleep at his post, when a train was known to be on its way to the place 
and a death ensued, this would be manslaughter, aud culpable homicide 
too. But if he left his post for a short interval, in violation of express 
general orders at a time when no train ought to have been on its way, 
and during his absence a train, which no one could have anticipated 
arrived, and a fatal accident took place ; this would certainly be man- 
slaughter by English law. But if the jury was of opinion, as they pro- 
bably would be, that he could not have known that his absence was 
likely to cause death oi any accident, it would not he culpable homi- 
cide. So if a man struck another a blow, which under ordinary circum- 
stances would not be dangerous, but which in consequence of the per- 
son struck having a diseased organ, such as an enlarged spleen, actual- 
ly caused death ; this by English law would be manslaughter But it 
would not be culpable homicide, unless the defendant knew of tha 
disease, which rendered his act likely to be fatal (I R. C. C, CR. 77-) 

This section only speaks of acts done, but by s. 82 (mi* p. 22) words 
which refer to acts done are extended to illegal omissions, unless the 
contrary appears from the context* The Code as originally drawn (s* 
294) included in the definition of culpable homicide, the ease of a 
person who omits what he is legally bound to do.” As illus- 
trations were given, the cases of a IrireJl guide who deserted a tra- 
veller in a jungle, where he dies ; a person legally hound to supply 
food to the mother of a suckling child, who omits to do so, knowing 
that the mother's death may result, and the mother survives, but the 
ei#d dies ; and of a person who keeps another in wrongful confine- 
Wat, and being in consequence bound to supply him with every thing 
msimfif for his life, omits to procure medical advice for him, know- 
ing 4b*M* & likely to die for want of & t« commenting upon this 
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section, tlie Commissioners give the following as further instances of 
their meaning. 

“A omits to tell Z that a river ia swollen so high' that Z cannot safely at- 
tempt to ford it, and by this omission voluntarily causes Z’s death , this is 
murder, if A is a peon stationed by authority to warn travellers from attempt- 
ing to ford the river. It is murder, if A is a guide who had contracted to 
conduct Z. It is not murder, if A is a person on whom Z has no other claim 
than that of humanity.” 

“ A savage dog fastens on Z. A omits to call off the dog, knowing that if 
the dog be not called off, it is likely that Z will be killed Z is killed. This 
is murder in A, it the dog belonged to A, inasmuch as his omission to take 
proper order with the dog is illegal (s. 289) But if A be a mere passer by 
it is not murder.” (Report 1837, p. 55.) 

It is curious that the Code as at present framed contains no in- 
stance of illegal omissions amounting to culpable homicide. Of course 
the absence of such illustrations does not affect the force of the law," 
since I conceive that the united effect of the present Sections 299 
and 32 is exactly the same as that of the old Section 294 as quoted 
above. 

It must not •however, be supposed that every omission or even every 
improper omission, is punishable as illegal. In a recent case before the 
Court of Criminal appeal in England, the facts and law were stated as 
follows by Erie, C. J. 

The facts of the case are, that the prisoner did not take ordinary 
care to procure the aid ot a midwife when hei daughter was in child- 
birth. The consequence was that the daughter died. Was the not ask- 
ing for that aid a breach of duty for which she is responsible in a Cri- 
minal Court ? We must take it, that if the prisoner had used ordiuary 
oare she could have procured the aid of a midwife. But the person 
who calls in a midwife usually pays for her assistance. There ia no 
proof here that the prisoner had any means at her disposal for the pur- 
pose of paying the midwife. The prisoner cannot, 1 think, be held 
criminally responsible for not asking for that aid. I cannot find that 
this cases comes within the principle of any of the cases that have been 
cited. In cases of imprisonment, when the persons themselves are 
helpless, the duty of rendering necessary assistance to them is cast on 
those who have charge of them. The like principle applies to the case 
of children, who are helpless on account of their tender years. The 
case of an apprentice, where a duty of maintenance is imposed by law 
or contract, is also distinguishable from the present. Here the 
daughter of the prisoner was quite beyond the age of chidhood, I 
cannot firifl any authority for saying that there was such a breach of 
duty on the part of the prisoner as rendered her liable to conviction for 
manslaughter.” (Reg. v . Shepherd, 31. LJ. MC- 102. L & C. 147.) 

Even if it had been shown that the prisoner had, in fact, had money 
of her own sufficient to defray the midwife's charges, it would, I con- 
ceive, have made no difference. There is no legal obligation upon any 
one to spend money in charity. It may be inhuman, but it is certainly 
not illegal to allow a beggar to starve, or a sick man to die foi want of 
medical advice. 
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And so where a mistress was indicted for causing the death of her 
seivant by neglecting to supply her with proper food and lodging* 
Eric, C. JT. said , u The law clearly is that if a person has ihe custody and 
charge of another, and neglect* to supply proper food and lodging, such 
person is responsible, if&om such neglect death results to the person 
in custody. But it is Mso equally clear that when a pm 01 * having 
the free control of her actions, and able to take care of herself, remains 
in a service where she is starved and badly lodged* the mistress U not 
criminally responsible for any consequences that may ensue. The 
question in the present case is, whether there is evidence that the de- 
ceased was reduced to such a state of body and mind as to bit helpless 
and unable to take care of herself ; or that she was so under the do- 
•minion and restiaint of her mistress as to be unable to withdraw her- 
self from her control. If there was substantial evidence to go to the 
tfury upon either of these points, the conviction must of course be sus- 
tained^ (Reg. t>. Smith. L & 0. 007, G24. 34 LJ. MC, 153.) 

Under ss. 4G0-492 breaches of contract, or illegal omissions, are 
punishable, whether any injury follows fiom the omission or not. 

« 

Under English law, even where the deceased has voluntarily done 
the act, which caused his death, it will still be culpable homicide* if it 
was done from an apprehension of immediate violence. As for in- 
stance, where on being attacked, he threw himself into a river, of 
jumped out of a window, provided the apprehension was well ground- 
ed and justified by the circumstances. And so it was held to be cul- 
pable homicide m a case where the prisoner committed an assault upon 
the deceased while he was on horseback, and pursued him as he was 
riding away, upon which the deceased spurred his horse, and was 
thrown by it, and killed. (1 Russ 676. Arch. 538.) The principle in 
all these cases was, that a person who is attacked lias a right to make 
his escape, by every possible means, and if his death happens from the 
means to which he is driven, the person by whose unlawful net ho is , 
compelled to such extremity is responsible for the consequence. But 
the violence threatened must he such as would fairly warrant the step 
taken. A man would not be justified in leaping out of a window to 
avoid having his ear boxed. On the other hand, his conduct should 
be considered with reference to the state of excitement and alarm in 
which he was at the moment, and not as if he had time to deliberate 
what on the whole would be most prudent. But where the prisoners 
were indicted for the murder of two boys, and it appeared that thode* 
ceased having allowed their cattle to stray on the prisoner's fields, wets 
pursued by the latter, and fled towards the river, in wbiehtbey wetw 
found drowned the next day * it was held that no crime, tbdertho 
circumstances, was established. (1. M. Dig, 107, e. 434) 

Under s. 299 the above class of cases seems to be excluded. That 
Motion appears to assume that the death is caused by the not of the ao* 
ana by an act which he intended, or knew to be Mfcely, to cause 
This can haardiy, without great straining, be arid of a death 
wWwjfartto! entirely from the voluntary and unforeseen act- of the de- 
ceased * bS which wtwtWnever hate happened from any act done 
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or intemlod to be done by the prisoner. The principle of English law 
is completely different. Au English Jurist looks rather to the charac- 
ter of the act, than to the intention with which it is done, and holds 
that death resulting from the negligent performance of a lawful act, or 
from any performance of an unlawful act, must at the very least be 
culpable homicide, whatever were the intentions of the agent. 

So far was this principle cariied that it was held that where a per- 
son engaged in an unlawful act, undesign edly killed a man, the 
killing would be murder if the unlawful act were felony, and culpable 
homicide if only a misdemeanour. 

* If a man shoot at another’s poultry, with intent to steal them, and by ac- 
cident kill a man, it is murder , if without such intent, it is manslaughter; 
the act of shooting at the poultry being unlawful, but not felonious.’* (1 Ru^s. 
851. and see ibid* 849. 852. 855 ) 

This was certainly pushing the principle to the holders of the ludi- * 
crous. Such a case is expressly decided by Illustration (c) not to be 
even culpable homicide, [ante, p. 211) and see the Report of 1836* 
pp/ 53-65. 

Explmation 1. — A person who causes bodily in- 
jury to another who is labouring under a disorder, 
.'disease, or bodily infirmity, and thereby accelerates 
the death of that other, shall be deemed to have 
caused his death. 

~^-^Explanatio7i 2. — Where death is caused by bodily 
injury, the person who cause such bodily injury shall 
be deemed to have caused the death, although by 
resorting to proper remedies and skilful treatment 
the death might have been prevented. 

It is* also murder where the prisoners have inflicted a wound 
which rentiers necessary a surgical operation, as for instance, an ampu- 
tation, and the party sinks under the effect of it. (3 M. Dig 127, § 
174.) And conversely, if a man be wounded, and the wound turn to 
a gangrene or fever, for want of proper applications, or from neglect 
and the man die of the gangrene of fever ; or if it becomes fatal from 
the refusal of the party to submit to a surgical operation ; in either 
case the crime of murder is complete, for it is the act of the prisoner 
which has brought the other into a position in which his death is 
natural and likely • But where the wound would not have caused 
death, but it is brought on by improper applications, this* according to 
English law, was considered not to be murder, for the death started 
from a completely different source, and was not the result of the act 
done. (Arch. 538.) The original framers of the Code, however, cDm- 
gjujored that the question of, murder or no murder would turn, not 
UOOn the cause of the death, but the. object of the wound, and give the 
fjggfoO&oe of a person interested in the death of a young heir giving him 

wound, knowing that the ignorant «|nd unskilful treatment of ; 
, him would cause it to terminate fatally, and intend^^,, 



21 G 


MURDER. 


such a result. ( Report 1837, p. 58.) The subsequent Commission- 
ers agree with them that such a case, if it could be proved, ought to be 
treated as murder, and that it would come under the definition of the 
offence. They considered the case, however, so improbable, that they 
expressed themselves as 

u Doubtful of the propriety of putting it as a case within tho definition, 
(s. 299) for fear of its leading to a latitude of construction which, under 
some supposed analogy, might include predicaments quite beyond its scope.* 

(1st Report 1846. J 250-253.) 

Of course the want of an illustration in no way lakes from the 
meaning of the Law. 


Explanation 3. — Tho causing of the death' of a 
child in the mother’s womb is not homicide. But it 
*may amount to culpable homicide to cause the death 
of a living child, if any part of that child has been 
brought forth, though the child may not have breath- 
ed or been completely born. 

Causing the death of a child in the womb is punishable under s. 315. 
TheCrim. P. C. s. 171 provides that 


“ It shall be the duty of the Officer in charge of a Police Station, on receiv- 
ing notice or information of the unnatural or sudden death of any’person, im- 
mediately to give intimation to the nearest Magistrate, and to proceed to the 
place where the body of such deceased person is, and there in the presence of 
two or more respectable inhabitants of tho neighbourhood, to makrmquity 
and report the apparent cause of death, describing any mark of violence 
which may be found ou the body, and stating in what rammer or by what 
weapon or instrument such mark appears to have been inflicted. Tho re- 
port shall be signed by such Police Officer and other persons, or by so many 
of them as shall concur therein, and shall be forthwith forwarded to the Ma- 
gistrate. $Vhen there may bo any doubt regarding the can so of death, such 
Police Officer shall forward tho body with a view to its being examined by 
the Civil Surgeon, if the state of tho weather and distance will admit of ite 
being so forwarded without risk of putrefaction ou tho road. In tho Presi- 
dencies of Madras and Bombay, it shall bo the duty of the Bead of the Vil- 
lage in like manner to make the inquiry and report as aforesaid.* 

3Q0, Except in the cases hereinafter excepted, 

Mura® culpable homicide is murder, if the act 

by ■which the death is caused is done 
with the intention of causing death, or — 

S ndly . — If it is done with tho intention of causing 
such bodily injury as the offender knows to be likely 
to cause the death of tho person to whom the ham 
is caused, or — 


,3 rdly . — If it is done with the intention of causing 
bifey injury to any person, and the bodSy injury 
to, be inflected is sufficient in theordimtry 
death, or*-*. ■’ ' •■" 1 
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4 tidy . — If the person committingthe act knows that 
it is so imminently dangerous that it must in all pro- 
bability cause death, or such bodily injury as is likely 
to cause death, and commits such act without any 
excuse for incurring the risk causing death or such 
injury as aforesaid. 

Illustrations . 

(a) A shoots Z with the intention of killing him. Z dies in conse- 
quence, A commits murder. 

(5) A, knowing that Z is labouring under such a disease that a blow 
is likely to cause his death, strikes him with the intention of causing 
bodily injury. Z dies in consequence of the blow, A is guilty of mur- 
der, although the blow might not have been sufficient in the ordinary 
course of nature to cause the death of a person in a sound state oS 
health. But if A not knowing that Z is labouring under any disease, 
gives him such a blow as would n at m the ordinary course of nature kill 
a person in a sound state of health, hare A, although hB may intend to 
cause bodily injury, ^is not guilty of murder, if he did not intend to 
cause death, of such bodily injury as in the ordinary course of nature 
would cause death. 

(c) A intentionally gives Z a sword-cut or club-wound sufficient to 
cause the death of a man in the ordinary course of nature. Z dies in 
consequence. Here, A is guilty of murder, although he may not have 
intended to cause Z’s death. 

(i d ) A without any excuse fires a loaded cannon into a crowd of per- 
sons and kills one of them. A is guilty of murder, although he may 
not have had a premaditated design to kill any particular individual; 

The distinction between murder dnd culpable homicide not amount, 
ing to murder, has been verv clearly laid down by SirB. Peacock, CJ* 
in a recent Bengal ease. [IB. 0. C. CB. 39.) There he said, 

“There are, in my opinion, several important distinctions between 
murder and culpable homicide an offence cannot amount to murder, 
unless it falls within the definition of culpable homicide, for section 
300 merely points out the cases in which tc culpable homicide is 
murder.” But an offence may amount to culpable homicide without 
amounting to murder-” 

“ Culpable homicide is not murder, if the case falls within any of 
the exceptions mentioned in section 300. The causing of death by 
doing an act with the intention of causing death is culpable homieide- 
It is also murder, unless the case falls within one of the exceptions in 
Section 300. Causing death with the intention of causing bodily in- 
jury to any person, if the bodily injury intended to be inflicted is suffi-' 
cient, in the ordinary course of nature, to cause death, in my opinion 
falls within the words of section 20J9 — “ with the intention of causing 
such bodily injury as is likely to 4 #use death,” and is culpable homi- 
cide. It is also murder, unless the cause falls within one of the excep- 
tions— See Section 300, Clause 3.” 

€s Causing death by doing an act with the knowledge that such act 
is likely to iause death is culpable homicide, but it is not murder, 
/ , 28 
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even if it does not fall within any of the exceptions mentioned in Sec- 
tion 300, unless it falls within Clause 2 , 3 or 4 of section 300 ; that 
is to say, unless the act by which the death is caused is done with the 
intention of causing such bodily injury as the offender knows to be 
likely to cause the death of the person to whom the harm is caused, or 
with the intention of causing bodily injury to any person, and the 
bodily injury intended to be inflicted is sufficient, in the oidinary 
course of nature, to cause death, or unless the person committing the 
act knows that it is so imminently dangeious that it must, in all pro- 
bability, cause death, or such bodily injury as is likely to cause death.” 

<£ In speaking of acts, I of course include illegal omissions.” 

te There are many cases falling within the words of Section 299— 
* f or with the knowledge that he is likely by such act to cause death” — 
that do not fall within the 2nd, 3rd or 4th Clause of Section 300; 
such, for instance, as the offences desrnbedin Sections 279,280, 281, 
282, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288 and 2£9, if the offender knows that his 
act of illegal omission is likely to cause death, aud if in fact it does 
cause death. But although he may know that the act pr illegal omis- 
sion is so dangerous that it is likely to cause death, it is not murder, 
even if death is caused thereby, unless the offender knows that it must, 
in all probability, cause death, or such bodily injury as is likely to 
cause death, or unless he intends thereby to cause death or such bodily 
injury as is “described in Clause 2 or 3 of Section 300.” 

" As an illustration : suppose a gentleman should drive a buggy in 
a rash and negligent manner, or furiously along a narrow crowded 
street. He might know that he was likely to kill some person, but he 
might not intend to kill any one, or to cause bodily injury to any one. 
In such a case, if he should cause death, I apprehend he would be 
guilty of culpable homicide not amounting to murder, unless it should, 
be found, as a fact, that he knew that his act wa3 so imminently 
dangerous that it must in all probability, cause death or such bodily in- 
jury, &c. as to bring the case within the 4th Clause of Section 300. 
In an ordinary cause of furious driving, the facts would scarcely war- 
rant such a finding. If found guilty of culpable homicide not amount- 
ing to murder, the offender might be punished to the extent of trans- 
portation for ten years, or imprisonment for ten years with fine (see 
Sections 304 & 59) ; or if a European or American, he would be sub* 
ject to penal seivitude, instead of transportation. It would not be 
right in such a case that the offender should be liable to capital pun- 
ishment for murder. The first part of section 304 would not apply 
to the case. That applies only to cases which would be murder, if 
not falling within one of the exceptions in Section 300. If a man 
should drive a buggy furiously, not merely along a crowded street, but 
.intentionally into the midst of a crowd of persons, it would probably 
kite* fotmd, as a fact, that he knew that his act was so imminently 
■inagerons that it must, in all probability, cause death or such bodily 
HKf&c.. as in Clause 4, Section 300.” 

the feet of a man’s doing an act with the knowledge that he 
is death, it may be presumed that he did it with the 
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intention of causing death, if all the circumstances of the case justify 
such a presumption ; but I should never presume an intention to 
cause death merely from the fact of fuiious driving in a crowded 
street, in which the driver might know that his act would be likely to 
to cause death. Presumption of intention must depend upon the facts 
of each particular ca /e.” 

u Suppose a gentleman should cause death by furiously driving up 
to a Railway station. Suppose that it should be proved that he had 
business in a distant part of the country, say at the opposite terminus, 
that he was intending to go by a particular train ; and that he could 
not arrive at his destination in time for his business by any other 
tiain ; that at the time of the furious dnving 3 it wanted only two mi- 
nutes to the time of the trails starting ; that the load was so crowd- 
ed that he must have known that he was likely to run over some one, 
and to cause death. Would any one under the circumstances pre 2 
sume that his intention was to cause death,? Would it not be more 
reasonable to presume that his intention was to save the train ? If the 
Judge or Jury should find that hia intention wa3 to save the train, 
but that he rryist have known that he was likely to cause death, he 
would be guilty of culpable homicide not amounting to murder, un- 
less they should also find that the risk of causing death was such 
that he must have known, and did know, that his act must, in all 
probability, cause death, within, the meaning of Clause 4, Section 
300 .” 

“ If they should go further, and infer from the knowledge that he 
WaB likely to cause death, that he intended to cause death, he would be 
guilty ot murder and liable to capital punishment.” 

In short where the positive intention to cause death is negatived, 
the difference between murder and culpable homicide is a mere ques- 
tion as to different degrees of probability that death would ensue. 
Where death must have been known to be a probable result, it is cul- 
pable homicide. Where it must have been known to be the most pro- 
bable result, then it is murder. 

As in culpable homicide, so on a charge of murder, it lies upon the 
prosecution to make out the knowledge or intention which consti- 
tutes the crime. (4 R C, C. C R 13.) But if the prisoner “relies 
upon any of the exceptions as reducing his guilt, it is for him to show 
that those exceptions existed in his case. [5 It. J &P. 40. 1 R. C. 

C. CR. 5.) 

Exception. 1. — Culpable homicide is not murder 

When culpable if tte offender, whilst deprived of the ' 
homicide is net power of self-control by grate and 
sudden provocation, causes the death 
of the person who gave the provocation, or causes 
the death of any other person by mistake or accident, 

, The above exception is subject to the following 
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First , — That the provocation is not sought or vo- 
luntarily provoked by the offender as an excuse for 
killing or doing harm to any person. 


Secondly . — That the provocation is not given by 
‘ anything done in obedience to the law, or by a public 
servant in the lawful exercise of the powers of such 
public servant, 

For instance, nothing can well be more galling than for a man to 
hare his house entered by a Sheriffs bailiff, and possibly to have his 
very bed taken from under a sick wife. But such provocation would 
Oiot mitigate his guilt if he killed the Sheriff’s officer ; and it would 
make no difference that the proceedings which terminated with arrest 
were all fraudulent, or even illegal, provided the warrant under which 
the officer acted was a valid warrant, and provided he acted under it 
in a legal manner. But the mere fact that an officer is lawfully 
authorised to do one act does not protect his unlawful acts, so as to 
deprive a person who assails him in anger at such unlawful acts, of 
the plea of provocation* As the Commissioners say, [1st Eeport 
1S46, s.277.) 

“We apprehend that grave provocation given by anything done under 
cover of obedience to law, or under cover of its authority, or by a public ser- 
vant, or in defence, in excess of what is strictly warranted by the law, in 
point of violence, or as regards the means used, or the manner of using 
them and the like, would be admissible in extenuation of homicide under 
this clause. For example, take the case of Wat. Tyler referred to in ihe 
note to this chapter (Report 1835, p. 60.) Here was a public officer, a 
tax-gatherer, who came ‘to exercise his lawful powers’ in that capacity, 
but doing so in a manner unwarranted and highly offensive, Tyler was ex- 
cited to ‘ violent passion,* and in his rage killed him on the spot. The 
Commission era upon this say, ‘ so far, indeed, should we be from ranking 
a man who acted like Tyler with murderers, that we conceive that a judge 
would exercise a sound discretion m sentencing such a man to the lo.wgst 
punishment fixed by th.B law for manslaughter.” * * 


Seg also note to a. 347, post 


Thirdly . — That the provocation is not given by 
anything done in the lawful exercise of the right of 
private defence. 


Explanation . — Whether the provocation was grave 
and sudden enough to prevent the offence from 
amounting to murder, is a question of fact. 


Illustrations. 

k, under the influence of passion excited by & provoc^ti oh given 
optionally kills Y , Z’s child. This is muxder, inasmuch as the 
— the. child, an d the qleafch tfc& child was 
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(&) Y gives grave and sudden provocation to A. A> on this provo- 
cation, fires a pistol at Y, neither intending nor knowing himself to be 
likely to kill Z. who is near him but out of sight, A kills Z. Here A 
has not committed murder, hut merely culpable homicide. 

(c) A is lawfully arrested by Z, a bailiff. A is excited to sudden 
and violent passion by the arrest, and kills Z. This is murder, inas- 
much as the provocation was given by a thin g done by a public* servant 
in the exercise of his powers. 

(c?) A appears as a witness before Z, a Magistrate. Z says that he 
does not believe a word of A’s deposition, and that A has perjured 
himself. A is moved to sudden passion by these words, and kills Z. 
This is murder. 


(e) A attempts to pull Z’s nose, Z, in the exercise of the right of 
private defence, lays hold of A to prevent him from doing so. A is 
moved to sudden and violent passion in consequence, and kills Z. This 
is murder, inasmuch as the provocation was given by a thing done in* 
the exercise of the right of private defence. 

' ( f ) Z strikes B. B is by this provocation excited tD violent rage. 
A, a bystander, intending to take advantage of B’s rage, and to cause 
him to kill Z, puts knife into B’s hand for that purpose. B kills 
Z with the knue. Here B may have committed only culpable homi- 
cide, but A is guilty of murder. 

It is not to be supposed that any amount of provocation will reduce 
the offence of murder to culpable homicide. There must be some pro- 
portion between the provocation and the resentment. (1 B. A. Cr. 11.) 
As explained above £< the provocation must be grave and sudden enough 
to prevent the offence fiom amounting to murder.'* The violence used 
muBt not be € ‘ in a cruel or unusual manner.” 

Hence, where a park-keeper, having found a boy stealing wood, tied 
him to a horse's tail, and dragged him along the park, and the boy 
died of the injuries he thereby received, this was held to be murder. 
So wherB two soldiers forced their way into a public house, when it 
was closed at night, and one killed the landlord who was struggling 
to get them out, this was held to be murder, because the landlord had 
a right to put them out of the house. (Arch. 544.) 

On the other hand, where the provocation has been very violent, 
killing even with a deadly weapon, has been held to be merely cuhpable 
homicide. Where, some provoking words being used by a soldier to 
a woman, she gave him a box on the ear, and the soldier immediately 
gave her a blow with the pummel of his sword on the breast, and then 
ran after her, and stabbed ber in the back, this was at first deemed 
murder ; but it appearing afterwards, that the blow given to the 
soldier was with an iron patten, and drew a great deal of blood, the 
offence was holden to be only culpable homicide. (Arch 544.) 


It will be observed that the doctrine of Mahometan law which 
Justifies the slaying of an adulterer, when caught by the husband in the 
very act, is not confirmed here % The rule will therefore be that which 
h&s always prevailed in the English and Scotch law, by which a death 
5 such circumstances is considered as unlawful, but m consequence 
and suddenness of the provocation is treated as being 
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only culpable homicide, and not murder. (Arch 545. Alison Or. 

' L. 113.) 

According to the law of England, France, and America provocation 
by words or gestures alone cannot be sufficient to reduce the crime of 
killing intentionally, or with a deadly weapon, below that of murder, 
(1 Buss. 784.) Upon this point however the framers of the Code say, 

. et We greatly doubt whether any good reason can be assigned for this dis- 
tinction. It is an indisputable fact that gross insults by word or gesture 
have as great a tendency to move many persons to violent passion as dan- 
gerous or painful bodily injuries. Nor does it appear to us that passion ex- 
cited by insult is entitled to less indulgence than passion excited by pain. 
On the contrary, the circumstance that a man resents an insult more than a 
wound is anything but a proof that he is a man of a peculiarly bad heart.’* 

^ Accordingly they draw special attention to the fact, that under 
these sections words and gestures are put upon the same footing as 
any other provocation. (Keport 1837, p. 59.) 

The later Commissioners assent to this reasoning, remarking that. 


u A discreet judge would properly rej set the plea of provocation by insult- 
ing words in one case, while he would as properly admit it ltfanother, accord- 
ing as the party might be shown to belong to a class sensitive to insults of 
this sort or otherwise.” (let Report 1845, s. 271.) 

Lastly, in all cases where the plea of provocation is set up, it is es- 
sential to prove that the act was committed under its influence ; — not 
merely, it must be observed, under the effect of the resentment oc- 
casioned by the injury, but in the heat of blood which renders a man 
unfit to judge of the character of his acts, or their consequences. 
Even in the case of a detected adultery, if the injured husband kill the 
paramour deliberately, and upon revenge, after the fact and sufficient 
cooling time, this would undoubtedly be murder. (If-Russ., 724.) 
Where the murder was committed with a knife, which the prisoner had 
got after the blow was inflicted upon him by the deceased, and they 
had some conversation, and walked together before the stabbing by the 
prisoner, Tindal, C. J. told the Jury that, 


" The question for them was, whether the wound was given by the prf. 
soner- while smarting under a provocation so recent and so strong, that he 
njight not be considered at the moment the master of his own understand- 
ing ;T>r whether there had been time for the blood to cool, and for reason 
to resum a Its seat before the wound was giyen. That in determining this 
question, the most favorable circumstance for the prisoner was the shortness 
of tune between the original quarrel and the stabbing, but, on the other 
hand, the weapon was not at hand when the quarrel took place, but was 
sought for from the distance. It would be for them to say whether the 
prisoner had shown thought, contrivance and design, in the mode of possess- 
ing himself of the weapon, and again replacing it immediately after the blow 
was struck ; for the exercise of contrivance and design denoted rather the 
presence of judgment and reason, than of violent and ungovernable passion.” 
(1 Russ. 727.) The prisoner was found guilty of murder. 

As to mistake, accident, legal justification, and setf-defsuce. see 
mtf.pp. 48, 52, 41, 76. ,, . ’ 


Exception 2.- — Culpable homicide 13 upt murder if 
the offender, in tite exercise i&gead of the right 
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of private defence of person or property, exceeds tlie 
power given to him by law, and causes the death of 
the person against whom he is exercising such right 
of defence, without premeditation, and without any 
intention of doing more harm than is necessary for 
the purpose of such defence. 

Illustration. 

Z attempts to horse-whip A, not in such a manner as to cause griev- 
ous hurt to A. A draws out a pistol, Z persists in the assault. A 
believing in good faith that he can by no other means prevent himself 
from being horse-whipped, shoots Z dead* A has not committed mur- 
der, but only culpable homicide. 

Exception 3. — Culpable homicide is not murder,^ 
if the Offender, being a public servant, or aiding a * 
public servant acting for the advancement of public 
justice, exceeds the powers given to him by law and 
causes death by doing an act which he, in good faith, 
believes to be lawful and necessary for the due dis- 
charge of his duty as such public servant, and with- 
out ill-will towards the person whose death is caused. 

Exception 4. — Culpable homicide is not murder, if 
it is committed without premeditation in a sudden ' 
fight in the heat of passion upon a sudden quarrel, 
and without the offender having taken undue advan- 
tage, or acted in a cruel or unusual manner. 

Explanation , — It is immaterial in such cases which 
p<j,rty offers the provocation or commits the first 
assault. 

Exception 5. — Culpable homicide is not murder 
when the person whose death is caused, being abpve 
the age of eighteen years, suffers death, or takes the 
risk of death with his own consent. 

Iltfpration. 

A, by instigation, voluntarily causes Z, a person under eighteen 
years of ago, to commit suicide. Here ou account of Z 1 s youth he waa ( 
incapable of giving consent to his own death ; A has therefore abetted 
murder. 

Hence a duel, fairly carried out, will now, if death results, only be 
culpable homicide. Formerly it would have been murder. But if any 
unfair advantage were taken, as for instance, if either party were to fiic 
before the signal was given, or were to fire off more shots than^ were 
this would be murder, for in such a case a greater risk is 
iaspiid skpafe the other party than he had undertaken to bear. 
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And ao it was held that where death supervened upon emasculation, 
voluntarily submitted to by an adult, the operator was not guilty of 
murder, but only of culpable homicide. (1 R. 0. 0. CR. 12 .) 


301. If a person, by doing any tiling which ho 
intends or knows to be likely to cause 
death, commits culpable homicide, by- 
causing the death of any person whose 
death he neither intends nor knows 
himself to be likely to cause, the cul- 
pable homicide committed by the offender is of tho 
description of which it would have been, if he had 
caused the death of the person whose death ho intend- 
ed or knew himself to be likely to cause. 


Culpable homi- 
cide by causing the 
death of a person 
other than the per 
eon whose death 
was intended. 


Accordingly where the prisoner intending to kill the husband of a 
woman, with whom he was carrying on an adulterous intrigue, way- 
laid him in the dusk, but by mistake killed a third party who came 
along the road, he was convicted of murder and hung, (3 M. Dig. 

§ 160 .) 


By the common law of England it was necessary that death should 
follow within a year and a day after the stroke, or other cause of it, 
(1 Hale 428.) This rule is not retained in the present code. As a 
matter of evidence however it would possibly be acted on, as it is hardly 
fair to say that an injury has caused death, when the death docs not 
supervene for upwards of a year. This is ample time in all ordinary 
cases, and the result of a different rule would be, that a party who had 
indicted upon another an injury which permanently weakened his 
health, might be indicted for murder if the injured man died ten years 
afterwards. 

* 

Lord Hale lays it down as a rale, never to convict any person of 
marder or manslaughter, unless the fact were provod to be done, or at 
least the body found dead, and he mentions a oase in which a man wan 
executed for them urder of another, who afterward returned from tea. 
(2 Hale 290.) And accordingly, where a woman was indicted for tlw 
murder of her bastard child, and it appeared that she had bean aeon 
with the child at 6 P. M-, and arrived at another place without it about 
8 P. M., and the body of a child was found in a river, sear which aha 
must have passed, but it could not he identified as her ohild, and the 
evidence was rather the other way ; it was held that she was entitled to 
an acquittal ; the evidence rendered it probable that the child found 
was not hers, and with respect to that which really was her child, the 
prisoner could not by law be called upon, either to account for it, or 
to say whore it really was, unless there was evidence to ehdw that it 
was actually dead. (1 Russ. 771.) 

Ga the dther band convictions hare been sustained, though the body 
waetfetfoapd, wlnm • there m y«y eftiehg. dfeat evidence to the 
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murder, or where the evidence, though it fell short of aoluat identify 
nation of the body, led almost conclusively to the belief that something 
found was the body. 

w Thus, where the prisoner, a mariner, was iadictel for the murder of hie 
captain at sea, and a witness stated that the prisoner had proposed to kill 
the captain, and that tho witness being afterwards alarmed in the night by 
a violent noise, went upon deck, and there observed the prisoner take the 
captain up and throw him overboard into the sea, and that he was not seen 
or heard of afterwards; end that near tho place on the deck where the oap~ 
tain was seen, a billot of wood was found, and that the deck and part of the 
prisoner's dresi, were stained with blood ; the Court, though they admitted 
the general rule of law, left it to the Jury to say, upon the e^idenoe, whether 
the acoeased was not killed before his body was cast into the sea ; and the 
Jury being of that- opinion, the prisoner was convicted, and (the conviction 
being unanimously approved of by the Judge*) was afterwardb executed” (i 
Russ, 770.) 

302. Whoever commits murder* 

Punishment lor shall be punished with death, or trans- 
murfler. portation for life, and shall also be lia- 

ble to fine. 

It is hardly necessary to observe that no statute of limitations exists 
in criminal law. But where ^prisoners were convicted of murder*, 
committed 19 and 13 years ago, the Court remitted the extiemo 
penalty of the law, considering that it was not called for as a public 
example. (Mad. F. U, 196 of 1851, 226 of 1852.) 

4< Upon an indictment for murder, the Jury may find the person charged 
with the ofitmoc not guilty of murder, but guilty of culpable homicide not 
amounting to murder,’* (Act XVIII of 1862, e. 1 1.) 

a Upon wa indictment for the murder of a child, the Jury may find the 
person indicted not guilty of murder, but guilty of intentionally concealing 
or endeavouring to conceal the birth of each child, under e. 318 of the Indian 
Penal Code.” (im e. 12.) 

Punishment for 303 - Whoever, being under sen- 
murder by a life tence oftransporta toon for life, commits 
convict. murder, shall be punished with death. 

304. Whoever commits culpable homicide pot 

Punishment for amoun fi ri £ to murder, shall be pumsh- 
ruipabie homicide ed with transportation for life, or ira- 
murdw°” ntWS to P™onment of cithor description for a 
term which may extend to ten years, 
and sliall also be liable to fine, if the act by which 
the death is caused is done with the intention of 
causing death, or of causing such bodily injury as is 
likely to cause death ; or with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to ten years 
or with fine, or with both, if the act is done with tho 
knowledge that it is likely to cause death, but without 

29 
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any intention to cause death, or to cause such bodi 
]y 'injury as is likely to cause death. 

305. If any person under eighteen years ol" age. 

Abetment of aui an yi nsane person,any delirious person, 
mde ofdiiidor in- any idiot, or any person in a state of 
»ane person. intoxication, commits suicide, whoever 

abets the commission of such suicide, shall be punish- 
ed with death or transportation for life, or imprison- 
ment for a term not exceeding ten years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

» 

306. If any person commits suicide, whoovev 

abets the commission of such suicide 
BukWe tmCIlt ° £ shall be' punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which 
may extend to ten years, and shall al^o be liable 
to fine. 

In a case of Suttee, some of the prisoners actually set fire to tbc 
pile, while one did not co-operate in causing the death of the widow, 
hut took an active part in causing her to return to the pile, when she 
had left it., after being partially burnt. The Bengal High Court held 
that the former prisoners were guilty of culpable homicide, but the 
latter only of abetment of suicide. They said, 

“ Abetment of suicide is confined to fcho case of persons, who aid and ain’t 
the commission of suicide by the hand of the poison hmiHtlf who com mi U 
the suicide. When another person at the request of, or with the conmif of 
the suicide has killed that person, he is guilty of homicide by consent* 
which is one of the forms of culpable homicide,” (1 K„ J. and 1*. 174 4 ) 

307. Whoever does any act with such intention 

or knowledge and under 3ueh circum- 
tomur- stances that if he by that act caused 
death, he would be guilty of murder, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either des- 
cription for a* torn which may extend to ten years, 
and shall also be liable to fine ; and if hurt is caused, 
to any person by such act, tho offender shall bo liable 
either to transportation for life, or to such punish- 
ment as is hereinbefore mentioned. 

Illustrations * 1 

’ A ®hootg at Z with intention to kill him; under such dreuro- 
death «j*ued, A wouM be guilty <rf tourder, A ia liable 
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(6) A, with tho intention of causing the death of a child of tondutf 
years, exposes it in a desert place, A has committed the offence defined 
by this Section, though the death of the child does not ensue. 

( c) A, intending to murder Z, buys a gun and loads it A has not 
yet committed the oflenco. A Tiros the gun at Z. He has committed 
tho offenoe defined in the Section ; and if by such firing he wounds Z, 
he is liable to the punishment provided by tho latter part of this 
Section, 

($ A, intcuding to murder Z by poison, purchases poison and mixes, 
the same with food which remains m A’« keeping ; A has not yet com- 
mitted the offence defined in this Section. A places the food on Z*a 
table, or delivers it to Z*$ servants to place it on Z*s table, A has com* 
mitted the offence defined in this Section. 

To constitute an offence under this or the following Section, the 
prisoner must be convicted of everyth ing which would make up the crime 
of murder, or of culpable homicide not amounting to murder, except 1 
the death itself. There must be an act done which could cause death, 
and it must have been done with the intention that it should oau*e 
death, or with the knowledge that it would necessarily, naturally or 
probably, cause- death. Hence where the prisoner presented a ntle at 
his officer, but U was struck up before he had drawn the trigger, and 
the rifle was found to be loaded but not capped, it was held by the 
.Bombay High Court that he could not be convicted under s, 3i)t, al- 
though when the act was done the prisoner believed the gun was 
capped. Couch, CJ. said, 

u It appears to me, looking at tho terms of lldb fovtiou, a<* well as at the 
illustrations to it, that it is necessary, in order to constitute an offence under 
it, that there must he au act done under such circumstance* that death 
might be caused if the act took effect. The act must be callable of causing 
death in the natural and ordinary course of things ; and if the act complain- 
ed of is not of that description, a prisoner cannot be convicted of an at- 
tempt to murder underlies Section. 

a The illustrations given bear out this view. One is that if a man firing a 
loaded gun ; and another is that of a man placing food mixed with poison 
on another’s table. Both these acts are capable of causing death ; but in the 
present case, although the act was done with the intention of causing death, 
and was likely in the belief of the prisoner to cause death; yet iu pomt of fact 
it could not have caused death, and it, therefore, does not come withiu that 
Section.’’ (Beg. v. Cassidy, A Bomb. H. C. Or. 17.) 

The judgment of the Court seems to lmve proceeded entirely on tho 
ground that the rifle was uncapped. But it st*cms to me, the decision 
should have been just the same, even though the gun had been capped, 
provided the prisoner had not tried to pull the trigger# The act 
which is indictable under s. 307 or 308 must he the act which would 
have caused the death, had death ensued. But the mere presenting of 
the gun could never have caused death, any more than the loading of it, 
unless it was discharged. 

On the other hand in this very same case it was held that the pri- 
soner was properly convicted of an attempt to commit murder under s. 
51 L Since “ the presenting of the gun, uuder the circumstances, was 
an act of such an approximate nature as to bring the prisoner within 
tho word* of b, 611.* (ibid, p, 23.) The difference between the tw*; 
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cases is, that under as, 307 or 308 the prisoner must have done the 
1 jftual act, which would have caused death. Under s. 511 it is sufficient 
if he has done an act towards the death. 

308. Whoever does any act with such intention 
Attempt to eom- knowledge and under such eircum- 

mit cuipabiehomi- stances, that if he by that act caused 
* iae ' death lie would be guilty of culpable 

homicide not amounting to murder, shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three years, or with fine, or 
with both ; and if hui't is caused to any person by 
such act, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description fora term which may extend to 
seven years, or with fine, or with both. 

lUuslrcttimi • 

A > on grave and sudden provocation, fires a pistol at Z, under such 
circumstances that if he thereby caused death he would be guilty of 
"culpable homicide not amounting to murder. A has committed the 
utfence defined in this 'Section. 

309. Whoever attempts to commit suicide, and 

does any act towards the commission 
BiiuuTcido. 10 ° om of such offence, shall be punished with 
simple imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to one year, and shall also be liable 
to fine. 


See post note to s. 511. 

310. Whoever at any time after the passing of 
Thn this Act shall have been habitually 

ttg associated with any other or others, for 

the- purpose of committing robbery or child stealing 
by means of or accompanied with murder, is a Thug. 


311. Whoever is a 'Thug shall be punished with 
rumshrmmt. transportation for life and shall also 
be liable to fine. 

As to the jurisdiction over Thugs, See Cr. P. (5, s. 82, * 


OP THE CAUSING OP MISCARRIAGE, OF INJURIES TO UNBORN 
CHILDREN, OF THE EXPOSURE OP INFANTS, AND OF THE 
^ ‘ CONCEALMENT OF BIRTHS. 

woman with 
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child to miscarry, shall, if such miscar- 
riago. 19108 nua0W * riage be not caused in good faith for 
the purpose of saving the life ofthe 
woman, be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to three years, 
or with fine, or with both ; and if the woman be 
quick with child, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

Explanation . — A woman who causes herself to 
miscarry is within the meaning of this Section. 

313. Whoever commits the offence defined in the 

Causing miacar- last Feeding Section without the 

mge without wo- consent of the woman, whether the 
Burnt count.' ^ woman is quick with child or not, 
shall be punished with transportation, for life, or with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine- 

314. Whoever with intent to cause the miscar- 

Deatii caused b r * a 8 c °* a woman with child, does any 

an Mt done* witS act which causes the death of such 
mwcwrwge. 0ftl “' 0 woman > shall be punished with impri- 
sonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 

k act done with- liable to fine ; and if the act is done 
outwoman'a cou- without the consent of the woman, 
wmt ' _ shall bo punished either with trans- 

portation lor life, or with the punishment above- 
mentioned. „ 

Explanation — It is not essential to this offence that 
the olfonder should know that the act is likely to 
cause death. 

In a recent case in England a man was indicted for murder of a 
woman. It appeared that she being pregnant requested him tq procure 
her on abortion, and that he in consequence procured for her A poison- 
ous drug. He knew the purpose for which she wanted it, and gave it 
to her for that purpose, but he was unwilling that she should use it, 
and Ite was not present when it was taken. The woman died from 
the effects of the posion. The Court held that the conviction could 
wot he sustained, saying that " it would bo consistent with the facts,, 
of the case that he hoped aud expected that she would change 
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mind, and would not use the drug* 5 * (Reg. v, Kretwell L & C, 1C1 
SI LJ- MC. 145 . 

Under similar circumstances I conceive that no charge would he 
maintainable under s„ 314, or under sa. 812, 3, 3, or 315. But the 
prisoner would be guilty of abetting her to commit the offence specified 
ins, S12. See s. 107, clause third, Explanation 2, 

315. Whoever before the birth of any child does 

any -act with the intention of thereby 
J^S^fZSam preventing that child from being born 
child bomg bom alive, or causing it to die after its 
todio°Ifter Ca wrth! birth, and does by such act prevent 
that child from being born alive, or 
gauges it to die after its birth, shall, if such act be 
not caused in good faith for the purpose of saving 
the life of the mother, be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
ten years, or with fine, or with both. ' 

Uader English, law, if a child is born alive, but dies by reason of the 
potion or bruises which it received in the womb, from a person who ad- 
ministered the potion, or inflicted the bruises for the purpose of procu* 
ring a miscarrisge, it would be murder, unless tbe act of procuring a mis- 
carriage was, under the circumstances of tiie cause, lawful. (Arch. 617.) 

316. Whoever does any act under such circum- 

stances that if he thereby caused death 
of a a qrdcf unborn be would be guilty of culpable lurnn- 
chiid bv an act cide, and docs by such act cause the 
pXehomrcidV" death of a quick unborn child, shall 
bo punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
ten years, and shall also bo liable to fine. 

* " , Illustration. 


A, knowing that he is likely to cause the doath of & pregnant woman 
does an act which if it caused the death of the woman, would amount 
to culpable homicide. The woman is injured, but does not die ; but 
tbe death of an unborn quick child with which she is pregnant is there- 
by caused. A is guilty of the offence defined iu this Section. 

See note to s- 307, ante p. 227. 


317. Whoever being the father or mother of a 

- . child under the ago of twelve years, 

or having tbe care of such child, snail 
expose or leave such child kt any place 
with the intention of wholly abandon- 
ing such child, shall he punished with 


eure and 
nmeat of 
under 
toWST' 1 years by 
pdw&W 1 persons 
haring m> jfi & 
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imprisonment of either description fox a term which 
may extend to seven years, or with fine, or with both. 

Explanation . — This Section is not intended to pre- 
vent the trial of the offender for murder or culpable 
homicide as the case may be, if the child die in con- 
sequence of the exposure. 

In a recent case the following facts arose. A, the mother of a 
newly born child, being herself too ill to move, sent B to expose it. 
It was held by Scotland, CJ., that A could not be convicted under this 
Section as she had not actually exposed the child, nor B, as she was 
not the mother- Also that neither A nor B could be indicted for 
abetting the other, since as neither could have commited the offence, 
there could be no abetment by the other. iReg. v. Bccjoo Bee. Ist^ 
Mad. Seas. 1869.) Of course a person who has the custody of a 
child merely for the purpose of exposing it, cannot be indicted as a 
person u having the care of such child/* 

318. Whoever by secretly burying or otherwise 

Concealment of disposing of the dead body of a child, 
invtu hy secret ais- whether such child die before or after 
po&aiof dead bixiy. or during its birth, intentionally con- 
ceals or endeavours to conceal the birth of such 
child, shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to two 
years, or with fine, or with both. 

See Ant XVIII of 1802, s. 12, ante p. 225. 

OF HUBT. 


319. Whoever causes bodily pain, 
disease, or infirmity to any person is 

said to cause hurt. 

320. The following kinds of hurts 
only are designated as “ grievous — 

First. — Emasculation. 


Hurt 


Grievous hurt. 


Secondly . — Permanent privation of the sight of 
either eye. 

Thirdly . — Permanent privation of the hearing of 
either car. 


Fourthly. —Privation of any member or joint. 
Fifthly . — Destruction or permanent impairing ot 
the powers of any member or joint, 
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Sixthly. — Permanent disfiguration of the head or 
face. 

Seventhly . — Fracture or dislocation of a bone or 
tooth. 

EigHKly. — Any hurt which endangers life, or 
which causes the sufferer to be, during the spam of 
twenty days, in severe bodily pain, or unable to fnl • 
low his ordinary pursuits. 

Where a man was so much injured that he had to go to hospital, but 
left it perfectly cured on the twentieth day after the hurt, it was. held 
that this day would count as one of the twenty days during which he 
had been unable to follow his ordinary pursuits. (Reg. t" Shaft Raha* 
dur. Scotland, CJ. 2nd Madras Sessions 1802.) 

321. Whoever docs any act with tho intention of 

thereby causing hurt to any person, 
iug°hur t t. rily caus " or the kn o wlodgo that' ho is likely 

thereby to cause hurt to any person, 
and. does thereby cause hurt to any person, is said 
“ voluntarily to cause hurt.” 

322. Whoever voluntarily causes hurt, if the 

hurt which he intends to causo or 
ino’cusvous hurt" knows himself to be likely to cause is 

58 ' grievous hurt, and if tho hurt which ho 

causes is grievous hurt, is said “voluntarily to cause 
grievous hurt.” 

Explanation . — A person is not said voluntarily to 
cause grievous hurt, except when ho both causes 
grievous hurt, and intends or knows himself to bo 
hkely to cause grievous hurt, But he is said volun- 
tarily to cause grievous hurt if, intending or know* 
ing to be likely to cause grievous hurt of one kind, 
he actually Causes grievous hurt of another kind, 

Iltustration. 


A’s intending or knowing himself to bo likely permanently to dis- 
figure Z’b face, gives Z a blow which does not permanently disfigure 
Za face, but which causes Z to suffer sovoro bodily pain for the space 
of twenty days. A has voluntarily caused grievous hurt. 


y»ve already frequently drawn attention to tho tnaxim that a man 
‘ ; intend the natural consequences of hi* acts. (See mite 
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The word <c * voluntarily ” is defined by s, 39, Ante p. 85.) It 
will be observed that the only thing which has to be considered under 
that definition, is the state of the prisoner’s mind at the moment the 
act is committed. If he then intended, or knew that he was likely, 
to oause grievous hurt, the suddenness of the intention will be im- 
material* A voluntary act is not to be confounded with a premedi- 
tated act. In a recent case, a prisoner was indicted for a common 
assault, and also for maliciously inflicting grievous bodily harm. 
The jury found that he was u guilty of an aggravated assault, but 
without premeditation, and that it was done under the influence of 
passion” The Court held that this was a sufficient verdict of guilty 
upon the more serious charge. They said ; 

tl We think this assault was intentional in the understanding of the 
law', though committed without premeditation and under the influence 
of passion.” (Reg. v - Sparrow. Bell. 298. 30 3jJ. MG. 43.) • 

"Where an act which would have been culpable homicide, had death 
ensued, only causes grievous hurt, the offender will always be punisha- 
ble under this section* Because, in order to come under a. 299 the 
criminal muat»have known that he was likely to cause death, and any 
injury which is likely to cause death is grievous hurt ; (s. 321. cl- 8) 
therefore he must not only have caused grievous hurt, but known that 
he was likely to cause it. But the converse does not follow ; and 
if a person intending to cause grievous hurt actually causes death, it 
is not necessary that he should be guilty of culpable homicide. Be- 
cause many species of grievous hurt are not likely to cause death. If 
therefore it could be shown that the offender intended merely to break 
a finger, and did break it, but an attack of heart disease was brought 
on, of which the sufferer died > here the knowledge necessary to consti- 
tute culpable homicide would be wanting, and a conviction could only 
be had under s. 822. 

323. Whomever, except in tho case provided for 
PonUhment for ‘ Section 334, voluntarily causes 
voluntarily cans- hurt, shall be punished with imprison- 
ing hurt. ment of either description for a term 

which may extend to one year, or with fine which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

Of course causing hurt is not punishable whcie it is lawful. As 
for instance the moderate chastisement of a child by its parent, orc€ 
a scholar by its teacher, (Arch. 568,) A master is not authorized* to 
beat his servant, but he may inflict moderate chastisement upon his 
apprentice, to whom he stands in the position of a parent ; (Act XIX 
of 1850. s. 14) so also, from the necessity of the case, the raash-r 
a merchant ship may punish his seamen. The law upon this point is 
laid down by Lord 8 towel l, (Agincouri. 1 Hagg. Adm. 272) in the 
following words* ** it has hardly been disputed, that in a ease of 
gross misbehaviour, the master of a merchant ship has a right to inflict 
corporal punishment upon the delinquent manner ; that right must be 
ftqppofted by tho law of Jfingland, which is the pioper authority lot 
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fixing the limits within which one subject of this realm has a right to 
inflict corporal suffering upon another. Upon that ground, 1 dismiss 
all reference to authorities of the Foreign Maritime law, and 1 regret 
that so little upon this subject is to be found in our own* No statutable 
regulation exists upon this subject* The statute relating to merchant 
seamen is silent upon it ; (see 17 & 18 Viet.* c. 104, s, 239 et eey) 
the only authorities are supplied by the decisions of the Courts of law, 
acting upon considerations of necessity and just discretion ; and upon 
such grounds, 1 think the following rules may be considered as suffi- 
ciently established. In the first place, that the punishment must be 
applied with due moderation. It is asserted in some well considered 
books, that the law gives the same authority to the captain of a mer- 
chant ship to chastise his mariners for misbehaviour, as a master 
possesses over his apprentices ; meaning, that it is inherent in him, 
rpon the same grouuds of necessity and sound discretion in one ease 
as in the other, not certainly to be used exactly in the way of an equal 
measure of punishment, because the apprentice is generally a youth 
of comparatively tender years, and whose acts of misbehaviour can 
hardly produce the same destructive consequences, as may attend the 
negligence of the mariner — an experienced person, of confirmed 
strength, capable of sustaining a severer infliction than could pro- 
perly be applied to a stripping ; and whose acts, even of negligence* 
may draw after them consequences fatal to all the lives and all the 
property on board a vessel. It is hardly necessary to add, as a 
corollaiy, that in all cases which will admit of the delay proper for 
inquiry, due inquiry should precede the act of punishment; and 
therefore, that the party charged should have the benefit of that 
rule of universal justice of being heard in his own defence* A 
punishment inflicted without the allowance of such benefit, is in itself 
a gross violation of justice. There are cases, undoubtedly, which 
neither require nor admit of such a deliberate procedure. Such are 
cases where the criminal facta expose themselves to general notoriety 
by the public manner in which they are committed, or where the 
necessity occurs of immediately opposing attempted acts of violence 
by a prompt redaction of lawful force, as in the disorders of a com- 
mencing mutiny ; these are cases that speak for themselves, and are 
of unavoidable dispensation. It may be matter of prudence but is 
not matter of strict obligation, in vessels of this kind (though I 
understand it to be so in the ships of the East India Company,) 
that the captain should communicate with other officers of the vessel, 
nor do I fiuci that any particular mode or instrument of punishment 
has received a particular recognition ; that must be left to the com** 
mon usage practised in such cases, and to the humaue discretion of 
the person who has the right of commanding its application*” 


u The defence opposed to a charge of cruelty, such axis alleged to 
have been practised, may consist in a total disapproval that any auch 
p was practised, or may be a justification of it by proofs of the 
duet that provoked it ; and that misconduct may be confined 
ter preceding, or may likewise Include similar 

*ffe rn Which, , the recurrence of 
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them in the particular case, will justify the punishment as a prevent 
tive measure, to guard in futuie against the inconveniences that may 
reasonably be expected to attend a repetition.” 

The law laid down in the above case was affirmed by Holloway, J. 
as forming a good justification to a charge under the Penal Code. [Beg* 
v, Irvine, post, note to s. 340.) 

Upon an indictment for voluntarily causing grievous hurt, or for volun- 
tarily causing hurt to any person, or for an offence under es. 335-338 of the 
Indian Penal Code, the person indicted shall not be entitled to be acquitted 
upon the ground that the hurt caused the death of the person injured, or 
that the person indicted was guilty of culpable homioide.” (Act XVIII ot 
1882, s, 14.) 


324. Whoever, except in the case provided for 
by Section 334, voluntarily causes 
mgS by &r e «- hurt by means of any instrument for' 
ous weapons or shooting, stabbing, or cutting, or any 
means. instrument which, used as a weapon 

of offence, .is likely to cause death, or by means of 
fire or any heated substance, or by means of any 
poison or any corrosive substance, or by means of any 
explosive substance, or by means of any substance 
which it is deleterious to the human body to inhale, 
to swallow, or to receive into the blood, or by means 
of any animal, shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
three years, or with fine, or with both. 


Firing into a crowd with intent to wound some one, supports an 
indictment which alleges an intent to wound the person who was actu- 
ally injured, (keg. v. Tretwell. S3 LJ. MO. 128, £ 1 . & C. 443.) 


325. Whoever, except in the case provided for by 
. . . . Section 335, voluntarily causes griev- 

vohiutority^caua- ous hurt, shall be punished with, int- 
ros gnevous hurt. p r j aonmen t of either description for a 

term which may extend to seven years, and shall also 
be liable to fine. 


See Act XVIIt of 18S2, s. 14 supra. 

326. Whoever, except in the case provided for by 
Section 335, voluntarily causes griev- 
K ous hurt by means of any instiument 
by dangerous wes- f or shooting, stabbing, or cutting, or 
p0M ° r “* nfc any instrument which, used as a wea- 
pon of offence is likely to cause death, or by means 
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of fire or any heated substance, or by means of 
any poison or any corrosive substance, or by means of 
any explosive substance, or by means of any sub- 
stance which it is deleterious to tho human body to 
inhale, to swallow, or to receive into the blood, or 
by means of any animal, shall be punished with 
transportation for life, or with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
ten years, and shall also bo liable to fine. 


327. "Whoever voluntarily causeshurfc for the pur- 
Voluntarily cans- pose of extorting from the sufferer, oi- 
ks hurt to axtort from any person interested in the suf- 
constrain to an a- ferer, any property or valuable security, 
legal aot. or 0 f constraining the sufferer or any 

person interested in such sufferer to do anything 
which is illegal, or which may facilitate tho commis- 
sion of an offence, (see Act IV of 1867, s- 1) shall bo 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 
be liable to fine. 


328. Whoever administers to, or causes to be 

Causing lmrt by takei \ h 7 W Pf™ 0 "* I 10 '" 011 0, ‘ 

means of poison, any stupefying, intoxicating, or un- 
«m«aUoffon e t yholesome drug or other thing, with 
intent to cause hurt to such person, or 
with intent to commit or facilitate the commission 
of an offence, (see Act IF of 18G7- s. 1) or knowing it 
to likely that he will thereby cause hurt, shall 
be punished with imprisonment of either description 
for a term which may extend to ten years, and .shall 
also be liable to fine. 


In a recent case under a similar English Statute, where it appeared 
that the prisoner had administered a drug to a female with intent to 
excite her sexual passions, in order that he might have connection 
with her, the conviction was affirmed. (Reg. e. Willkina 81 LJ. MC. 
7# L &. C. 89.) But the offence of administering a drug i* not, oommit- 
j whpre the accused has merely procured the drug at the request 
Vr, who took it herself, although the drug was given to her 
tkmwtatif&tta.t it would be take*, a ad for that purpose. (Reg. 

conceive, 



VOLUNTARILY CAUSING GRIEVOUS HURT. 237 

could it be said under such circumstances, that the accused Had caused 
to be taken* Romeo might have been indicted under this Section, 
but not the Apothecary* 

The words u other thing” must be read u other unwholesome thing.” 
Heuce administering a substance, as to whose nature no evidence was 
given, which was intended to act as a charm, was held to be no offence. 
(1. W-R. C.C. 7.) 

329. Whoever voluntarily causes grievous hurt 

for the purpose of extorting from the 
ic^griovoua hurt sufferer, or from any person interested 
to extort property, in the sufferer, any property or valu- 
an iUog&ra«t* in u ^ e security, or of constraining the 
sufferer or any person interested in* 
such sufferer to do any thing which is illegal, or which 
may facilitate the commission of an offence, ( sec Act 
IV of 1867. 5 . 1) shall be punished with transporta- 
tion for life, or imprisonment of cither description 
for a term which may extend to ten years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

330. Whoever voluntarily causes hurt for the pur- 

pose of extorting from the sufferer, or 

wl^rtto^xtort fr° m an y P erson interested in the suf- 
coofesaioo, or to ferer any confession or any informa- 
tion which may lead to the detection 
of an offence {see Act IV of 1867. s. 
1) or misconduct, or for the purpose of constraining 
the sufferer, or any person interested in the sufferer 
to restore or to cause the restoration of any property 
or valuable security, or to satisfy any claim or de- 
mand, or to give information which may lead tef the 
restoration of any property or valuable security, shall 
be punished with imprisonment of cither description 
for a term which may extend to seven years, and 
shall also be liable to fine. 

Illustrations. 

(a) A, a police officer, tortures R in order r to induce Z to confess 
that he had committed a crime. Z is guilty of an offence under this 
Section. 

(H) A, a police officer, tortures B to induce him to point out where 
certain stolen property is deposited. A is guilty of au offence under 
this Section. 
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(c) A, a revenue officer, tortures B ia order to compel lum to pay 
certain arrears of revenue due from Z, A is guilty of m offence under 
tins Section. 

(c£) A, a Zemindar, tortures a ryot in order to _ compel him to pay 
his rent. A ie guity of au offence ander this Section. 

331. Whoever voluntarily causes grievous hurt 

for the purpose of extorting from the 
•. n g 0, grUvo!f a hurt sufferer, or from any person interested 
to extort confcsaion, in the sufferer, any confession or any 
information which may lead to the 
detection of an offence (aw Act IV 
of 1867. s. 1) or misconduct, or for tho purpose of 
n constraining the sufferer or any person interested in 
the sufferer to restore or to cause the restoration of 
any property or valuable security, or to satisfy any 
claim or demand, or to give information which may 
lead to the restoration of any property or valuable 
security, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

332. Whoever voluntarily causes hurt to any 

„ , person being a public servant in tho 

ing hurt to deter discharge ox his duty as such public 
hlsdut i6mntfr0m serva nt, or w ith intent to prevent or 
si r 5 ' y * deter that person or any other public 

servant from discharging his duty as such public 
servant, or in consequence of anything done or at- 
tempted to be dono by that person in the lawful dis- 
charge of his duty as such public servant, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to threo years, or with 
fine, or with both. 

333. Whoever voluntarily causes grievous hurt 

t to any person being a public servant 

i^grievous °hurt in the discharge of his duty as such 
to dew pubiio ser- public servant, or with intent to pre- 
am is u y. or deter that person or any other 

public servant from discharging his duty _ as such 
public servant, or in consequence of anything done 
o*%K«&pfced to be done by that person ia the lawful 
dtiMtyCW# doty ns such pubf&Wnnt, shall be 
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punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 
be liable to fine. 

334. Whoever voluntarily causes hurt on grave 

Voiuotarii caus- an< ^ su< lden provocation, if he neither 
ing\urt o/ provo- intends nor knows himself to be likely 
cation - to cause hurt to any person other than 

the person who gave the provocation, shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to one month, or with fine which 
may extend to five hundred Rupees, or with both. 

The meaning of this and the following section of course is, that if a 
person who has received provocation assails the person who has given 
the provocation, he is only liable to a light punishment. But if, while 
out of temper in consequence of the provocation, he were to attack an 
innocent. person, \>r to run amuck generally, like a Malay, the previous 
provocation would be no excuse. I should not have thought it 
necessarv to point this out, but that a case occurs in which the 
Magistrate seems to have put precisely the opposite construction upon 
the section. (I. Bomb. H. C. 17.) 

335. Whoever causes grievous hurt on grave and 

sudden provocation, if he neither in- 
hurt on provoca- tends nor knows himself to be likely 
tl0D ‘ to cause grievous hurt to any person 

other than the person who gave the provocation, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de- 
scription for a term which may extend to four years, 
or with fine which may extend to two thousand 
Rupees, or with both. 

Explanation . — The last two Sections are subject 
to the same provisoes as Exception 1. Section 300- 

336. Whoever does any act so rashly or negli- 

gently as to endanger human life or 
.£"&“! f * 8 Phonal ? f otheM . be 
g«r» life or tho punished with imprisonment of either 
IXr".* 1 * afety ° f description for a term which may ex- 
tend to three months, of with fine 
which may extend to two hundred and fifty Rupees, 
or with both. 

Accordingly it was held that a person who sends an articlo of a 
dangerous nature by a carrier was bound to take reasonable care that^ 
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its nature should be communicated to those who had to carry it. 
And where a vessel containing nitric acid was so delivered without 
express notice of its contents, and it burst, and injured the carrier, 
the sender was held to be responsible for the eonsequeuera, (Furraut 
e. Barnes. SI LJ. CP. 137, 11 CB. NS. 551) 

See Act XVIII of 1862. s, 14. ante p* 235, 

337. Whoever causes hurt to any person by 
doing any act so rashly or negligently 
af^S'thS* as t0 endanger human life, or the por- 
dnngers life or the sonal safety of others, shall bo punish- 
otS^ra. al safoty o£ ed with imprisonment of either de- 
scription for a term which may extend ' 
to six months, or with fine which may extend to five 
hundred Rupees, or with both. 

Sec AotXVILI of 1862, s. 14. ante p. 235. 


338. Whoever causes griovous hurt to any person 
Caomng grievous by doing any act so rashly or negli- 
K fc y 5“ aot gently as to endanger human life, or 
Weor thepersfuS Si© personal safety of others, shall be 
safety of others. punished with imprisonment of either 

description for a term which may extond to two 
years, or with fine which may extend to one thousand 
Rupees, or with both. 

See Act XVIII of 1862, s. 14. ante p. 235. 


The negligence which causes death must ns T have shown above 
(ante p. 122) be the personal neglect or default of the defendant him- 
self. But where an Engineer left an engine in charge of a boy, who 
told him he could not manage it, and in consequence of its mism&oge* 
m$nt a loss of life took place, this was held to bo manslaughter ; for 
It vfas an act of personal misconduct on the part of the Engineer. 
(Beg. v* Lowe, 8. C & K, 123.) Such an act would now be punish** 
able under the above sections, and would be culpable homicide if the 
death was a probable result of the mismanagement of the machine. 

Sections 337 and 338 cover those cases in which there is an absence 


of that knowledge or intention which is an essential to make up the 
offences described in ss. 321 and 322, and yet there is a criminal impro- 
priety of conduct. Many of the cases of unskilful medical treatment 
which in England arc dealt with as manslaughter would be properly 
punishable under these sections, coupled with a. 14 of Aot XVIlt 
OfW 62 . 

Vi 1 

V/.fer instance, where the prisoner, who was a publican and agent for 
a pills, was indfoted for sumavghter, by admiais- 
Hsum aLikast ysBiiii tka AnottavL Several modi* 
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cal men gave as their opinion that medicine of the violent character of 
which the pills were composed, could not be administered to a person 
in the state in which the deceased was without accelerating his death* 
Lord Lyndhurst, C. B. said, 

_ ** I agree that in these cases there is no difference between a licensed phy- 
sician or surgeon, and a person acting as physician or surgeon without a 
license. In either cose, if a party, having a competent degree of skill and 
knowledge, makes an accidental mistake in his treatment of a patient, through 
which mistake death ensues, he is not thereby guilty of manslaughter , hut 
if, where propei medical assistance can be had, a person totally ignorant of 
the science of medicine takes on lmnself to administer violent and danger- 
ous remedy to one labouring under disease, and death ensues, in consequence 
of that dangerous remedy having been so admnaiateied, he is guilty of man- 
slaughter ” (1 Russ. 697.) 

Under the Penal Code also there would be no difference between a* 
regular and an irregular practitioner, unless so far as a knowledge of 
consequence might be implied in the one case which would not be 
implied in the other. A rash or negligent act which was known to be 
likely to endanger human life, would be punishable under s. 325 if it 
actually caused dangerous hurt, or under s. 304 iF life was lost by It* 
But if a person who had no medical knowledge were to give chloroform, 
for instance, to relieve pain, in a case in which a physician would 
know that death would be the result, this might be a rash act under 
s. 338, but would certainly not be culpable homicide, or voluntarily 
causing grievous hurt. Moreover, the same act might be rash under 
one set of circumstances, and innocent, under a different set. The 
most ignorant person might with propriety attempt a surgical opera- 
tion, when all professional aid was unattainable, though such a& 
attempt would be highly criminal, if a surgeon was within reach. 

WRONGFUL RESTRAINT AND WRONGFUL CONFINEMENT. 

^ 339. Whoever voluntarily obstructs any person 
so as to prevent that person from pro- 
trXt! ngf " ws ' ceeding in any direction in which that 
person has a right to proceed, is said 
wrongfully to restrain that person. 

Exception . — The obstruction of a private way over 
laud or water which a person in good faith believes 
himself to have a lawful right to obstruct, is not an 
offence within the meaning of this Section. 

Illustration* 

A obstructs a path along which Z has a right to pass, A not believ- 
ing in good faith fhat he has a right to stop the path. Z is thereby 
prevented from passing. A wrongfully restrains Z. 

840. Whoever wrongfully restrains any person 
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con- 


in such a manner as to prevent that 
person from proceeding beyond cer- 
tain circumscribing limits, is said 
“ wrongfully to confine” that person. 


Wimigful 

fim-ment. 


Illustration s. 

(a) A causes Z to go within a walled space, and locks Z in. 55 is 
thus prevented from proceeding iu any direction beyond the circum- 
scribing line of wall. A wrongfully confines Z. 

(b) A places men with fire-arms at the outlets of a building, and tells 
Z that they will fire at|Z if Z attempts to leave the building. A wtoug- 
fully con hues Z. 

Where a Superintendent of Police illegally wrote a letter to a person 
, directing him to present himself before a Magistrate, and sent two 
constables to accompany him, and prevent him from speaking with 
any one, this was held to constitute a wrongful imprisonment at civil 
law, and of pout so would have been a wrongful confinement under the 
above section. The Court said, 

it is manifestly not necessary to constitute imprisonment that 
there should be a continuous application of superior physical force. In 
the felicitous language of Mr. Justice Coleridge, * it ia one part of the 
definition of freedom to be able to go whithersoever one pleases, but 
imprisonment is something more than the, loss of this power ; It in- 
cludes the notion of restraint within some limits defined by will or 
power exterior to our own.* (Bird v. Jones 7 QB. 742.) It is quite 
clear therefore, that the retaining of a person in a particular place, or 
the compelling him to go in a particular direction, by force of an ex- 
terior will, overpowering or suppressing many way his own voluntary 
action, is an imprisonment on the part of him who exercises that ex- 
terior will.” (2 Mad. H.C. 396.) 

And so it 1ms been held, that a Police officer who detains a person 
for one single hour, except upon some reasonable ground, justified by 
all the circumstances of the case, is guilty of wrongful confinement, and 
that he was not protected by a. 152 of the Grim. P. C. which autho- 
rises an officer to detain an accused person for 24 hours without 
sending him before a Magistrate. (2 R. C. C. CK. 70.) 

In the case of Reg. v. Irvine (1st Mad. Sess. 1867) there were two 
indictments against the captain of a ship for wrongfully confining the 
mate and the carpenter. Holloway, J, read to the jury the low laid 
down by Lord Slowed in the case of the Agincourt, {ante p. 233) 
and told them that the captain of a ship had, from the necessity of 
the case, considerable powers extending in the case of disobedient 
mariners to the infliction of corporal punishment. That his powers 
a fortiori extended in case of necessity to what would, but for those 
powers, be wrongful restraint. He must, however, be restricted by 
necessity of the occasion, and for determining upon that necessity, 
condition of the ship, in which a whole w&tm had infused to 
w^dfWiwiivVerv material matter for their conmderation, but that 

legal iaits would become 
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wrongful, if the mode used Was improper, or the continuance longer 
than the need demanded. The question of the necessity was not to he 
too nicely weighed, according to the calm judgment winch men in ooot 
blood would form after the event, but by a consideration of the occur- 
rences, as they would appear to a reasonable man placed in the situa 
lion of the captain. 

341. "Whoever wrongfully restrains any person 

shall be punished with simple impri- 
wr^uWraint sonment for a term which may extend 
to one month, or with fine which may 
extend to five hundred Rupees, or with both. 

342. Whoever wrongfully confines any person 
■Punishment for sliaH be punished with imprisonment* 

■wrongful confine- of either description for a term which 
Inent ‘ may extend to one year, or with fine 

which may. extend to one thousand Rupees, or with 
both. 

343. Whoever wrongfully confines any person 
Wrongful con- f or three da y s or more > shall be pun- 

finement for three ished with imprisonment of either de- 
«r more days. scription for a term which may extend 
to two years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

344. Whoever wrongfully confines any person 
Wrongful con- ^ or tejo days or more, shall be punish- 

finement for ten ed with imprisonment of either de- 
ar more d»ys. scription for a term which may extend 
to three years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

345. Whoever keeps any person in wrongful 

confinement, knowing that a writ for 
finement of person the liberation of that person has been 
lor whose libera- duly issued, shall be punished with, 
fcsued* wrt has imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to two 
years, in addition to any term of imprisonment to 
which he may be liable under any other Section of 
this Code. 

346. Whoever wrongfully confines any person in 

such manner as to indicate an inten- 
lawwnfiD secret tion that the confinement of such per- 
son may not be known, to any person 


tor whose libera- 
tion a writ has 
issued. 
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Wrongful con- 
finement for tho 
^purpose of extort- 
ing property, or 
constraining to an 
illegal act. 


interested in the person so confined, or to any public 
servant, or that the place of such confinement may 
not bo known to or discovered by any such pei'son or 
public servant as hereinbefore mentioned, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to two years, in addition to 
any other punishment to which he may be liable for 
such wrongful confinement. 

347. Whoever wrongfully confines any person 
for the purpose of extorting from the 
person confined, or from any person 
interested in the person confined, any 
property or valuable security, or of 
constraining the person confined, or 

any person interested in such person, to do anything 
illegal or to give any information which ’ may facili- 
tate the commission of an offence, (see Act IV of 
1867. s. 1.) shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
three years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

348. Whoever wrongfully confines any person 
for the purpose of extorting from the 
person confined, or any person inter- 
ested in the person confined, any con- 
fession or any information which may 
lead to the detection of an offence (see 

Act IV of 1867, 5. 1) or misconduct or for the pur- 
pose of constraining the person confined, or any per- 
sominterested in the person confined, to restore or to 
cause the restoration of any property or valuable se- 
curity, or to satisfy any claim or demand, or to give 
information which may lead to the restoration of any 
property or valuable security, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to three years, and shall also be -liable 
to fine. 


Wrongful con- 
finement for the 
purpose of extort- 
ing confmsiou, or 
of com polling resto- 
ration of property. 


OF CRIMINAL FORCE AND ASSAUJuT* * 

349. A person is said to use force to another if 
he causes motion, change of motion, 

, or cehsatk^ of motite* to that other, 
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or if he causes to any substance such motion, or 
change of motion, or cessation of motion as brings 
that substance into contact with any part of that 
other’s body, or with any thing which that other is 
wearing or carrying, or with any thing so situated 
that such contact affects that other’s sense of feeling ; 
provided that the person causing the motion, or 
change of motion, or cessation of motion, causes 
that motion, change of motion, or cessation of motion 
in one of the three ways hereinafter described. 

First . — By his own bodily power. 

Secondly . — By disposing any substance in such a 
manner that the motion or change or cessation of 
mqtion takes place without any further act on his 
part, or oif the part of any other person. 

Thirdly — By inducing any animal to move, to 
change its motion, or to cease to move. 

350. Whoever intentionally uses force to any per- 
_ . . , . son, without that person’s consent, in 
order to the committing of any offence, 
or intending by the use of such force to cause, or 
knowing it to be likely that by the use of such force 
he will cause injury, fear, or annoyance to the person 
to whom the force is used, is said to “ use criminal 
force” to that other. 

Illustrations, 

(a) Z is sitting in a moored boat on a river. A, unfastens the moor- 
ings, and thus intentionally causes the boat to drift down the stream. 
Here A intentionally causes motion to Z, and he does this by disposing 
substances in such a manner that the motion is produced without any 
other act on any person's part. A has therefore intentionally used 
force to Z ; and if he has done so without Z's consent, in order to^tbe 
committing of any offence, or intending or knowing it to be likely that 
this use of force will cause injury, fear, or annoyance to 2, A htua u$ed 
criminal force to 2. 


(5) 2 is riding in a chariot. A lashes Z’s horses, and thereby causes 
them to quicken their pace. Here A has caused change of motion to 
2 by inducing the animals to change their motion, k has therefore 
used force to 2; and if A has done this without Z’s consent, intending 
or knowing it to be likely that he may thereby injure, frighten, or an- 
noy 2, A has used criminal force to Z. 


Z is riding in a palanquin. A, intending to rob Z/ seizes the 
and stops uie'palaoquin, Here A has caused cessation of motion 
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to 2, and he has done this by his own bodily power. A boa therefore 
used force to Z ; and as A has acted thus intentionally without Z's 
consent, in order to the commission of an offence* A has used criminal 
force to Z . 

(d) A intentionally pushes against 2 in the street. Here A has by 
bis own bodily power moved his own person ho us to bring it into 
contact with 2. He has therefore intentionally used force to 2, and if 
he has done so without Z’s consent, intending or knowing it U> be likely 
that he may thereby injure, frighten or annoy 2, he has used criminal 
force to 2. 

(e) A throws a stone, intending or knowing it to be likely that the 
stone will be thus brought into contact with 2, or with Z’» clothes, or 
with something carried ny 2, or that it will strike water and dash up 
the water against Z’s clothes or something earned by 2. Here, if the 
throwing of the stone produce the effect of causing any substance to 
come into contact with 2 or Z’s clothes, A has used force to 2 : and if 
he did so without Z’s consent, intending thereby to injure, frighten, or 
annoy 2, he has used criminal force to 2. 

CO A intentionally pulls up a woman’s veil. Here A intentionally 
uses force to her ; and if he does so without her consent, intending or 
knowing it to be likely that he may thereby dujure. frighten, or annoy 
her, he has used criminal force to her. 

(o) Z is bathing. A pours into the bath water which he knows to 
he boiling* Here A intentionally, by his own bodily power, causes such 
motion in the boiling water as brings that water into contact with 2, 
or with other water so situated that such contact must affect Z’s sen se 
of feeling : A has therefore intentionally used force to 2 ; and if he has 
done this without Z’s consent, intending or knowing it to be likely that 
he may thereby cause injury, fear, or annoyance to Z, A has used cri- 
minal force. 

i A 1 “ cites a do ? spring upon Z, without Z’s consent. Hero, 
it A intends to cause injury, fear, or annoyance to Z* he uses criminal 
force to 2. 


351, Whoever makes any gesture or any prepa* 
A SSa uit. ration, intending or knowing it to be 

likely that such gesture or preparation 
tfm cause any person present to apprehend that he 
wh^ .makes that gesture or preparation is about to 
use criminal force to that person, is said to commit 
an assault. 


Explanation . — Mere words do not amount to an 
assault. But the words which a person uses may 
give to his gestures or preparation such a meaning 
as may make those gestures or preparations amount 
to an assault. 


Illustration*. 


*it 3 L. f fat at ft intending or knowing it tob* likely that 

A brtonttortiike Z. A faw 
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(b) A begins to unloose the muzzle of «. ferocious dog* intending or 
knowing it to be likely that he may thereby cause 2 to believe that he 
is about to cause the dog to attack Z. A has committed an assault 
upon Z, 

(e) A takes up a stick* saying to Z, €t I will give you a beating.” 
Here, though the words used by A could in no case amount to an 
assault, ana though the mere gesture, unaccompanied by any other 
circumstances, might not amount to an assault, the gesture explained 
by the words may amount to an assault. 

An assault is an attempt to commit a forcible crime against the per- 
son of another. Mere words can never amount to an assault, but any 
acts or gestures, which indicate such an attempt, with a present pos* 
sibility of carrying out;the intention, are sufficient. And words may 
give a meaning to the gestures which accompany them, so as either to 
attach to those gestures the character of an assault, or deprive them of* 
that character, (1 Bomb. H. C. 205.) Striking at another with a 
stick, or the hand, though the blow does not reach hfo person ; throw- 
ing anything at him, though it miss its aim ; presenting a loaded 
gun, within th^ distance to which it will carry, are all assaults. But 
threatening to strike another, at such a distance that he cannot by 
possibility be reached is not. Nor is the administering a deleterious 
‘drug an assualt, though it was once ruled otherwise. (Arch. 5GC-7*) 

Criminal force is an assualt fully completed* No violence is ne- 
cessary, if the proceeding is in itself of a hostile, or insulting character, 

w To beat, in the legal acceptation of the word, means not merely to 
strike forcibly with the hand, a Btiok, or the like, but includes every touch' 
ing or laying hold (however trifling) of another’s person or clothes, in an 
angry, revengeful, rude or insolent manner; as for instance, thrusting or 
pushing him Tu anger ; holding him by the arm ; spitting in his face ; jostling 
him out of the way ; Striking a horse upon which he is Tiding, whereby he 
is thrown, Ac.*’ {Ibid.) 

352. Whoever assaults or uses criminal force to 

t> • i. . . any person otherwise than on grave 
usingcnminaiforce and sudden provocation given by that 
otherwise than <m p ers0 n, shall be punished with impri- 

sonment oi either description for a 
term which may extend to three months, or with fine 
which may extend to five hufidred Rupees, or 
with both. 

Explanation . — Grave and sudden provocation will 
not mitigate the punishment for an offence under 
this Section, if the provocation is sought or volun- 
tarily provoked by the offender as an excuse for the 
offence — or 

V the provocation is given by anything done in 
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obedience to the law, or by a public servant in the 
lawful exorcise of the powers of such public ser- 
vant — or 

See ante , note p. 220. 

If the provocation is given by any thing done in 
the lawful exercise of the right of private defence, 

■Whether the provocation was grave and sudden 
enough to mitigate the offence, is a question of fact. 

See owls, pp. 220-222. Nor will the act amount to criminal force, 
where it is such as the law permits. As for instance the moderate 
chastisement of a child by its parent, or a scholar by U« teacher* (Arch* 
**568.) A master is not authorised to beat his servant. But a master 
is entitled io inflict moderate chastisement upon his apprentice, to 
whom he stands in the position of a parent. (Act XIX of 1850, a. 14.) 

353. Whoever assaults or uses criminal force to 

any person, being a public servant in 
i C d«ter » the execution of his duty, as such pub- 
pubiioBorvantfrom ii c servant, or with intent to prevent 
dirty” 8 * ° 18 or deter that person from discharging 

his duty as such public servant, or in 
consequence of any thing doncor attempted to bo done 
_ by such person in the lawful discharge of his duty as 
such public servant, shall be punished with imprison* 
mcti of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

354. Whoever assaults or uses criminal force to 

any woman, intending to outrage or 
ortoSSa *<w* to‘1 knowing it to be likely that he will 
vromitB with intent thereby outrage her modesty, shall be 
rmo- p un ; s h e< j with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may ex- 
tend to two years,*or with fine or with both. 

A criminal who is a second timo convicted of this offence is *Uo 
liable to whipping. (Act VI of 1864, $. 4.) 

The want of consent is essential to either an assault or criminal 
force. And there must be some evidence of want of cooaent. 
v. Fletohor I LB. OC. 30.) 'the consent of a obild under It years of 
ajge is immaterial. (See note to s. 00 ante. p. 68.) Tactically, 
if a child consented to what would otherwise be art indecent 
.1 do net think there oonld be conviction wider this section. 

»KS*^** * m ****** 
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to an act of mere indelicacy, it could not be said that it was likely 
to u cause injury, fear, or annoyance” within the meaning of e. 3$0. 
But if the child were under 10 years of age, and the prisoner was 
trying to have sexual intercourse with her, then her consent would be 
immaterial. For the attempt, if successful, would be rape, (s. 375) 
and therefore if unsuccessful, would be punishable under s. 511* 


355, Whoever assaults or uses criminal force to 

Assault or crimi- **J intending -thereby _to dis- 

n»i force with in- honor that person, otherwise than on 
Son/^erwiso S raVe and sudden 1 provocation given 
than on grave pro- by that person, shall be punished with 
vocation. imprisonment of either description for 

a term which may extend to two years, or with fine, 
or with both. 


356. Whoever assaults or uses criminal force to 
Ajsaauit or cri-* an y P erson i in attempting to commit 
minai force m at- theft on any property which that per- 
wiT theft of p“: son is then wearing or carrying, shall 
perty carried by a be punished with imprisonment of 
person. cither description for a term which 

may extend to two years, or with fine, or with 
both. 


Assault or cri* 
urinal force in at* 
tempting wrong- 
fully to confine- 
person. 


357, Whoever assaults or uses criminal force to 
any person, in attempting wrongfully 
to confine that person, shall be pun- 
ished with imprisonment or of either 
description for a term which may ex- 
tend to one year, or with fine which 

may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

358. Whoever assaults or uses criminal force*to 

, . any person on grave and sudden pro- 

ssau vocation given by that person, shall be. 

grave punished with simple imprisonment 
for a term which may extend one 
month, or with fine which may extend to two hundred 
Rupees, or with both, , 

Explanation — The last Section is subject to the 
same explanation as Section 352. 

Persons convicted of noting, assault, breach of the peace, or abetting 
ike Of of assembling armed men, 01 of taking other unlawful 

32 


using 
force on 
provocation. 
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measures with the view of committing such acts, may be directed 
to enter into engagements to keop the peace, either on their own per- 
sonal recognisanoe, or with securities. Where the conviction is by au 
officer not exercising the powers of a Magistrate, he may report the 
case to the Magistrate of the District or other officer exercising such 
power* who may deal with the case as if the conviotion had been 
before himself, (Or, P. C* ss. 280-281.) But such report must be 
made forthwith, aud as part of the proceedings connected with the 
conviction, (Crirn- P* 122 of 1864, Scotland, C. J. & Prere, J.) 

So parties may be bound over to keep the peace, upon credible in- 
formation being given to a Magistrate, that a breach of the peace is 
likely to take place; (Ct\ P. C. s. 282) and in crbc of non-compliance 
with the order the person may be committed to jail* (Cr. P, C. s. 888*) 
His confinement is only to last till he complies with the order, or, 
in case of continued disobedience for one year* (Cr. P. C. s, 889.) 
But this period may be extended for a further period of one year 
by the Court of Sessions, upon a report and reference by the Magis- 
trate who committed him. (Or. P. C, s* 290.) 

A statement contained in an official report of a subordinate Magis- 
trate, though not made with the view of having security exacted, is 
u credible information with the meaning of s. 282.” (Critxx. P* 122 
of 1864*) 

Magistrate may also discharge any recognisance or surety, on suffi- 
cient grounds shown, (Cr. P. C. s. 291) and may relieve the surety 
from further liability by enforcing appearance and surrender of the 
person for whom security had been given, and then calling upon him, 
to enter into fresh recognisances, or to give fresh security as at first. 
(Cr.P-C. 292.) 


OF KIDNAPPING, ABDUCTION, SLAVERY, AND 
FORCED LABOR. 

359. Kidnapping is of two kinds ; kidnapping 
wuhL^m " om Briti8 h India, and kidnapping 

. from lawful guardianship. 

360. Whoever conveys any person beyond the li« 
, mits of British India without the «5on- 

Briw“h P inX from se nf of that person, or of some person 
legally authorized to consent on behalf 
of that person, is said to kidnap that person from 
British India. 

861, Whoever takes or entices any minor under 
piog f ro m fourteen years of age if a male, or under 
sixteen years of age if a female, or any 
pergpft of. unsound, mind, out of the 
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keeping of the lawful guardian of such minor or per- 
son of unsound mind, without the consent of such 
guardian, is said to kidnap such minor or person 
from lawful guardianship. 

Explanation . — The words “ lawful guardian” in 
this Section include any person lawfully entrusted 
with the care or custody of such minor or other 
person. 

Exception . — This Section does not extend to the 
act of any person who in good faith believes himself 
to be the father of an illegitimate child, or who in 
good faith believes himself to be entitled to the law- * 
ful custody of such child, unless such act is commit- 
ted for an immoral or unlawful purpose. 

Under’ this Section, it will be observed, the consent of the girl is 
immaterial, and neither force nor fraud form elements in the offence, as 
they do under a. 362. (2 W. K. G. C. 5.) In a very recent case under the 
English statute, which is substantially the same as the present section, 
it appeared that the prisoner asked the girl to go out with him, to which 
she consented, and they remained away from her home for three days, 
visiting places of public entertainment by day, and sleeping together * 
by night. They then departed, he telling her to go home. The 
father of the girl swore that she was away without his knowledge and 
against his will. The girl went of her own wish, and the jury found 
that the prisoner had no intention of keeping her permanently away 
from her home. The conviction was affirmed* The Court said 

The statute was passed for the protection of parental rights. It is per- 
fectly clear law that any disposition of the girl, or any consent or forward* 
ness on her part are immaterial on the question of the prisoner’s liability 
under this section. The difficulty arises on the point whether the prisoner 
has taken her out of the possession of her father, within the meaning of the 
Btatute. The prisoner took the girl from her father, from under his roof and 
away from his control, for three days and nights, and cohabited with her 
duritag that time, and placed her in a condition quite inconsistent witlf her 
being at the time in her father’s possession. We think that in these facts 
there is enough to justify the j ury in finding that he took her from the pos- 
session of her father, even though he intended her to return to him* The 
offence under this enactment may be complete almost at the instant when 
the girl passes the threshold of her father’s house, as where the facts show 
that the man who takes her away has an intention of keeping her perma- 
nently. We do not mean to say that a person would be liable to an indict- 
ment, if the absence of the girl whom he takes away if intended to be tem- 
porary only, and capable of being explained, and not inconsistent with her 
being under the parental control. All we say is, that there is in the present 
case sufficient evidence for the jury to act up on.” (Beg. v. Timmins. 30 
W. MO. 15, Bell* 276.) 

On the other baud, it was ruled that uo offence bad been com- 
mitted under this section, where the gill bad actually run away from 
uni fftti out of the possession of her father, when the enticement took 
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place. (3 R, J k P. 152.) Ami so, where the indictment charged 
that she was allured out of the possession of her mother, the fact being 
that her mother refused to allow the daughter to live with her, but 
had sent her to reside with her grandmother, under whose care 
she supposed the girl to be. {Reg. j 1 * Burrell, L & C\ 351. 33 LJ. 
MC. 54.) And similarly, where the prisioner met a girl in the street 
going to school, and induced her to go with him to a town smut* 
miles distant, where he seduced her. They returned together, ami 
ho left her where he met her. The girl then went to her home, where 
she lived with her father and mother, having been absent some 
hours longer, than would have been the case, if she had not met the 
prisoner. He made no enquiry, and did not know who the girl was, 
or whether she had a father or mother living or not, but he had no 
1 reason to believe, and did not believe that abe was a girl of the 
' town. The decision in this case turned upon the absence of auy circum- 
stances to show that the prisoner had knowledge that he was taking 
the girl from the possession of those who lawfully had charge of her. 
In the absence of any finding of fact upon that point, the Court said 
that the conviction could not be supported. (Reg. a* t Hibberi» 1 LR, 
C* C. 184.) In the two former cases, the fact of possession was 
negatived. 

So great is the respect paid by the law to parental rights, that it 
will compel a girl to return to her father’s roof, even against her own 

# consent, if she is under the age of sixteen, unless there is reason to 

* suppose that he will not exercise proper parental control. (Reg. *\ 
Howes. 30 LJ. MC. 47. Mallinsonv* Mallinson, l Lit. P k 1). 241.) 
This principle was acted upon in the Supreme Court at Madras by Sit 
C. Rowlinaon and Sir II. Davison, in the case ofCulloor Narruumwmy, 
(Sept. 1858) where they decided that a Hindu youth of the age 
of 11, who had gone to the Scottish Mission aims should be given up 
to his father, though ho had become a convert to Christianity, and waa 
moat anxious to remain with his nmv protectors. A similar decision 
was given by Sir Mordaunt Wells in Calcutta, in respect of a boy 15 
years and 2 months old; (In re-Heranauth Bose; (1 11yd. Ill) and 
a|i, exactly opposite decision was given in Bombay by Sir Joseph 
Amould, who refused to be bound by the authority of the decision of 

Wells. That of the Madras Supreme Court does not appear 
to have been brought to his notice. (In re-Wittoo, 1/th May 19*5.) 
In the Bombay case, the boy was 15 years and 7 months old. 

By Muhammadan law, the mother is entitled, even as against the 
father, to the custody of her sons up to 7 years, and of her daughters, 
according to the Soonee school of law up to puberty* but according 
to the Shiah school only until 7 years, (Mac. M. L *$7*iW„ 5 
Hyde 83, 2. WIL Cir. 7d) 


362 . 

^Hjwtaetion 


Whoever by force compels, or by any de- 
ceitful means induces any person to 
go from any place, is said to abduct 
that person. 
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363. Whoever kidnaps any person from British 

India or from lawful guardianship, 
JSST £ ° r s * ia ^ P urils ^ e< i with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which 
may extend to seven years, and shall also he liable 
to fine. 

The fact that a betrothal, not amounting to a marriage or transfer 
of guardianship, has taken place between the accused and the girl, is 
no answer to the charge, though it might diminish the hoinousness 
of the offence. (5 R* J & P. 149.) 

A subject of an Independent State is amenable to the British Courts 
for the offence of kidnapping from British India, though if the person 
so kidnapped were murdered, beyoud our territories, there would bo> 
no jurisdiction in respect of the homicide. (1 W. R. C. 89.) 

364. "Whoever kidnaps or abducts any person in 

Kidnapping .or order that SUch P ers0n ^Ur- 

abauctingm older dered, or may be so disposed of as to 
to murder. be put in danger of being murdered, 

shall be punished with transportation for life, or 

■ rigorous imprisonment for a term which may extend 
to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

Illustrations - 

(a) A kidnaps Z from British India, mtouding or knowing it to be 

likely that Z may be sacrificed to au idol. A has committed the 
offence defined m this Section. * 

(b) A forcibly carries or entices B away from his house in order 
that B may be murdered. A has committed the offence defined in 
this Section, 

365. Whoever kidnaps or abducts any person 

with intent to cause that person to 
abduct"^ with i«- secretly and wrongfully confined, 

tent secretly and shall be punished with imprisonment 
«neapSwm°. , ’ on ’ °f either description for a term which 
may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

366. Whoever kidnaps or abducts any woman 

v ., , with intent that she may be compel- 

*Muofcing P a 8 wo- led, or knowing it to be likely that 
mwto compel her s he will bo compelled to marry any 

■ , ***’ person against her will, or in order 

tltafc she may be forced or seduced to illicit inter- 
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course, or knowing it to be likely that she will be 
forced or seduced to illicit intercourse, shall be pun- 
ished with imprisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 
be liable to fine. 

Section 3G6 seems to apply to cases where, at the time of Urn abduc- 
tion, the woman has no intention of marriage or illicit intercourse, hut 
it is contemplated that her marriage, or illicit intercourse with her, will 
be brought about by force or seduction brought to bear upon her after- 
wards. Section 498 embraces all cases where the object of the taking or 
enticing is, that the wife may have illicit intercourse with some other 
person, even though, as generally happens, she is quite aware of the 
^purpose for which she is quitting her husband and is an assenting party 
to it. Therefore, where a procuress induced a married woman of 20 
to leave her husband, and the facts showed that u she had made her de- 
liberate choice, and was determined of her own free will to leave her 
husband, and become a prostitute in Calcutta/* The Bengal High Court 
held that no conviction could be maintained under a* 5# 6, But that 
there was quite sufficient evidence to convict the prisoner of enticing 
under s, 498, M for whatever the wife’s secret inclinations were, she 
would have had no opportunity of carrying them out, had not the 
prisoner interfered.” (1 W. C, C. 45.) 

367. Whoever kidnaps or abducts any person in 
order that such person may be sub- 
abductinginorder jected, or may be so disposed of as to 
to subject a per- be put in danger of being subjected 
hart, sia.fry* V &c. to grievous hurt, or slavery, or to the 
unnatural lust of any person, or know- 
ing it to be likely that such person will be bo sub- 
jected or disposed of, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to ten years, and shall be liable to fine. 


368. Whoever, knowing that any person has been 
^ „ kidnappedorhasbeen abducted, wrong- 
coating or keeping fully conceals or keeps such person m 
j3- conti ° emant a confinement, shall be punished in the 
nappe person. manner as jf he had kidnapped or 

abducted such person, with the same intentionor enow- 


abducted such person, with the same intentionor know- 
ledge, or for the same purpose as that with dr for which 
ba conceals or detains such person in confinement. 

' or.^fedacte any child under 
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the age of ten years, with the intention 
»£t“ng pm fwid of taking dishonestly any moveable 
under ten years property from the person of such child, 
mo v ea bio D property shall be punished with imprisonment 
from the person 0 f either description for a term which 
o sue oinid. ma y extend to seven years, and shall 

also be liable to fine. 

370. Whoever imports, exports, removes, buys, 

Buying or du- sells > or dis P oses of &n ? Person as a 
ponng of any per- slave, or accepts, receives, or detains 
son as » mare. a g a inst his will any person as a slave, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de-* 
scription for a term which may extend to seven years, 
and shall also be liable to fine. 

371, Whoever habitually imports, exports, re- 

moves, buys, sells, traffics, or deals in 
in Slavik e * l ” S slaves, shall be punished with trans- 
portation for life, or with imprisonment 
of either description for a term not exceeding ten 
years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

372, Whoever sells, lets to hire, or otherwise 
Soiling of any disposes of any minor under the age 

tumor for purposes of sixteen years, with intent that suen 
of prostitution, &c. minor ghall be employed or used for 

the purpose of prostitution or for any unlawful and 
immoral purpose, or knowing it to be likely that 
such minor will be employed or used for any such 
purpose, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
ten^ears, and shall also be liable to fine. 

373. Whoever buys, hires, or otherwise obtains 

_ . . possession of any minor under the 

minor for pvirposes age of sixteen years, with intent that 
of prostitution. sucb m j n0 r shall be employed or used 

for the purpose of prostitution or for any unlawful 
and immoral purpose, or knowing it to be likely that 
such minor will be employed or used for any such 
pnrpo&e, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
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cither description for a term which may extend to 
ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

I f these two sections are vigorously applied to the relations anti 
patrons of the dancing girl, and prostitute caste of India, half the 
population may be put into jail whenever it is thought de*irnblr. 
Even in Europe the consequences of making it criminal to have inter 
course with a prostitute under sixteen would be most alarming. But 
in India, where a girl of that caste has probably been in the full swing 
of her trade for four years, the effect of s. 373 is quite appalling, H 
will be observed too that the consent of the female is perfectly imma- 
terial. Nor does the section involve the idea of removing her from 
the protection of any one who is willing to maintain her. It is suffi- 
cient if possession has been obtained by any means, which may be 
^flection, reward, or the promise of support to one who is starving. 
If however the criminal supposes the woman to bo above sixteen, this 
will be a mistake of fact which may entitle him to tho protection of 
section 79. 


374. Whoever unlawfully compel** any person to 
labour against the will of that person, 
so^ U kbom? mptl1 " ^ali be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which 
may exicned to one year, or with fine, or with both. 

The word 41 labour” has not been defined, and therefore will apply 
either to mental or bodily labour, though probably the last species was 
principally contemplated by the framers of* the Code. The won! ** un- 
lawfully” applies both to the person compelled and the moans losort- 
od to. It is not unlawful to compel a child, a scholar, or an appren- 
ticcto work, even by means of personal chastisement, when of a mode- 
rate nature. (ante. p. 233.) it is unlawful to compel a servant, or a 

C on who is under n contract to labour by means of personal violence, 
[gh it would be lawful to do so by moral compulsion, as threats of 
legal coercion. It would be unlawful to compel a person, who was not 
u$der an obligation by contract, to do work against bis will, whatever 
the species of compulsion might be. I conceive, however, that ibe 
compulsion employed must be such as amounts in law to duress, and 
must at least be as great as would vitiate a contract. For int^ttoe* 
actual violence, r or restraint, an illegal arrest, (Duke de Qsduval flpc4- 
lins 4 A. & E.‘ 858,) an unlawful detainer of goods, (Wakeifid w, 
Newbon G QB. 376,) a refusal to perform an act which the party mu- 
ploying the compulsion was legally bound to do. (Traherne w* Gardner 
28 U. Q.B. 201. 8 IS. & It* 161.) Mere threats of personal enmity, 
hostile influence, withdrawal of favor, and the like would not be 
sufficient. 

OF BATE, 



A man is said to commit “ rape,’' who ex- 
cept in the epee hereinafter excepted, 
> bas sexual iaterootuMw wih a woman 

,i4 ’I'i, ' ‘ ' 
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crown, either as original or confirmatory evidence, but the details of the 
statement can only be elieibed by the prisoners counsel by cross-examination. 
It is difficult to see upon what principle this rale is founded, where the com- 
plaint is offered as confirmatory evidence , bec?>A if witnesses were allowed 
to relate all that the prosecutrix had said in m 'her original complaint, 
such evidence would furnish the best test of tb y of her recollection, 

when she was sworn to describe the same ci es at the trial.*' (I 

Taylor, 374.) 

We have seen that the badness of a wc racter is no excuse 

for violating her. It is however a very i ement in deciding 

whether she was violated, or whether sh ay consented to the 

act. Hence the prisoner may always ad ence of her notorious 

want of chastity, or of her having had ' jrcourse with himself, 

or with other men ; but it would seem ' ence of such particular 

facts cannot be given, unless the pros' as been cross-examined 

Upon the point. Because in fairness he ought to be allowed 

to deny the accusation, if false, or tc many circumstances of sus- 

picion. (Arch. 610.) Where it is * ary to acquit the prisoner of 
rape, on the ground of consent, he r & be convicted of adultery, (1 
M. Dig. 176* § 5 18, and 519 ;) 1 e may of an attempt to jape, 
if the facts show that the offence i not completed. (Act XVIII of 
1862. s. 17.) 

There would be nothing to prevent the Judge from altering the 
charge from rape into adultery during the course of trial, (Or. P. (’. 
s. 244) provided the charge wa9 instituted by the woman’s husband. 
(Cr. P. C. s. 177.) 

Although a husband cannot commit a rape upon his own wife, who 
is above 10 years of age, he may be indicted for aiding and abetting in 
a rape committed by others ; a very disgusting instance of which occur* 
reel in the case of Lord Audley. (Arch* 235 ) 

By the English law, as mentioned in p. > 56, there is an invin<sJble> 
presumption as to the impossibility of a rape being committed by $ boy 
under fourteen. Here, probably, an earlier date would be fixed, and 
possibly the Court might follow some of the American Judges in 
treating physical capacity as a matter capable of proof, and to be 
proved, independently of any arbitrary presumption. (I Bishop § 466 ) 

Where a boy, only ten years old, was convicted by the Futwa, of 
rape upon a girl only three years old, the Court of N- A. viewed as 
an attempt only, and punished it, as a misdemeanoui , with one year’s 
imprisonment. (1 M, Dig. 176 § 513) He may, however, be con- 
victed of aiding and abetting in a rape by others. (Arch. 610.) 

OP UNNATURAL OFFENCES. 

377. Whoever voluntarily has carnal intercourse 
against the order of nature with any 
fenoM. atura ° U man, woman, or animal, shall be pun- 
ished ^ with transportation for life, orwith 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend tb ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 
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Upon a second conviction for this crime, the offemtav is also liable to 
whipping* (Act VI of 3804, s. 4.) 

Explanation — -P 'netratkm issufficientto constitute 
the carnal inter necessary to the offence described 
in the Section. 


’TER XVII. 

OF OFFEN \GAINST PROPERTY. 
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378. Whoever, Ung to take dishonestly any 
Theft inovea >roperty out of the posses- 

a91 ' sion of person without that per- 

son’s consent, moves tl. property, in order to such 
taking, is said to commit left. 


Explanation 1 .— A tiling so long as it is attached 
to the earth, not being moveable property, is not the 
subject of theft ; but it becomes capable of being the 
subject of theftas soon as it is severed from the earth. 

Explanation 2 — A moving, effected by the same 
act which effects the severance, may be a theft- 

Explanation 3. — A person is said to cause a thing 
to move, by removing an obstacle which prevents it 
from moving, or by separating it from any other thing, 
as woll as by actually moving it. 

Explanation 4. — A person, who by any means 
causes an animal to move, is said to move that animal, 
and to move every thing which, in consequence of the 
motion so caused, is moved by that animal. 

Explanation 5.— The consent mentioned in the de- 
finition may be express or implied, and may be given 
either by the person in possession, or by any person 
having for that purpose authority either expressed 
or implied. 

• . Illustration*. 



A cuts, down a tree on Z’e ground, with the intention of die- 
-taking the tree out of Z’e poseeaeion, without Z’s consent. 
»A t*« Beveled the tree, in order tp eaOh taking, he 
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(&) A piats a bait for doge in his pocket, and thus induces Z’adog to 
follow it. Here, if A’s intention be dishonestly to take the dog out of 
Z’s possession without Z’s consent, A has committed theft as soon as 
Z's dog has begun to follow A. 

(c) A meets a bullock carrying a box of treasure. He drives the 
bullock in a certain direction, in order that he may dishonestly take 
the treasure. As soou as the bullock begins to move, A has committed 
theft of the treasure. 

(<£) A, being Z’s servant, and intiusted by Z with the care of Z’s 

E late, dishonestly runs away with the plate, without Z’s consent A 
as committed theft. 

(e) Z, going on a journey, intrusts^m^plate to A, the keeper of a 
•warehouse, till Z shall return. A carries the plate to a goldsmith and 
sells it. Here the plate was not in Z’s possession. It could not there- 
fore be taken out of Z’s possession, and A has not committed theft, 
though he may have committed criminal breach of trust. # 

(/) A finds a ring belonging^ to Z on a table in the house which Z 
occupies. Here the ring is m Z’s possession, and if A dishonestly re- 
move* it, A commits theft. 

• 

[g) A finds a ring lying on the high road, not in the possession of 
any person. A, by taking it, commits no theft, though he may commit 
criminal misappropriation of property. 

(h) A sees a ring belonging to Z lying on a table in Z’s house Not 
venturing to misappropriate the ring immediately for fear of search and 
detection, A hides the ring in a place where it is highly improbable 
that it wii) ever be found by Z, with the intention of taking the riug 
from the hiding place and selling it when the loss is forgotten. Here 
A, at the time of first moving the ring, commits theft. 

(i) A -delivers his watch to Z, a jeweller, to be regulated. Z carries 
it to his shop. A, not owing to the jeweller any debt for which the 
jeweller might lawfully detain the watch as a security, enters the shop’ 
openly, takes his watch by force out of Z’s hand and carries it away. * 
Here A, though he may have committed criminal trespass and assault, 
has not committed theft, inasmuch as what ho did was not done dis- 
honestly. 

(f) If A owes money to Z for repairing the watch, and if Z retains 
the watch lawfully as a security for the debt, and A Ukes the watHb out 
of Z’s possession with the intention of depriving Z ol the property as a 
security for his debt, he commits iheft inasmuch as he takes it djj$- 
honestly. 

J Again, if A having pawned his watch to Z, takes it out of Z’s 

B without Z’s consent, not having paid what he borrowed on 
he commitB theft, though the watch is his own property, 
s he takes it dishonestly. 

kes an article belonging to Z out of Z's possession, without 
} with the intention of keeping it until be obtains money 
reward for its restoration. Here A takes dishonestly ; A 
re committed theft. 

>eing on friendly terms with Z, goes into Z’sjjbr&ry in Z's 
td takes away a book without Z’s c*pr<ss^ nsmit for ‘bo 
rely of reading it, and with the uUciilu** < resiling ii. 
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Here, it is probable that A may have conceived that he had Z*i im- 
plied consent to use Z’s book, if this was A's impression, A has not 
committed theft, 

(71) A asks charity from Z’s wife. She gives A money, food, and 
clothes, which A knows to belong to Z her husband. Here, it is proba- 
ble that A may conceive that 7/a wife is authorised in give away alms. 
If this was A’s impression, A has not committed theft. 

(See Reg, v> Avery 28 LJ. MC* 185, Bell, 150,) 

(o) A is the paramour of Z T s wife. She gives A valuable property, 
which A knows to belong to her husband Z, and to be such property as 
she has not authority from Z to give. If A takes the property disho- 
nestly, ho commits theft. (See Reg, r. Mutters, 34 LJ, MC. f>4.) 

(p) A in good faith, believing property belonging to Z to be A 'a own 
property* takes that property out of B’s possession. Here, as A docs 

-not take dishonestly, ho does not commit theft. 

(See Reg. v Berry 28 LJ. MC. 70. Bell, 05.) 

379 Whoever commits theft shall be punished 
. . L . with imprisonment of either descrip- 
Jjp meD ° r ti° n f° r a term which may extend to 
three years, or with fine, or with both. 

Upon a first conviction for any offence under as, 378, 380, 381 or 
382, the criminal is liable to whipping in lieu of the punishment 
provided by the Renal Code. Upon a second conviction he is liable ho 
whipping in addition to that punishment. (Act VI of 1864, e$. 2, 3.) 

The crime of theft is, with two exceptions, composed of the same 
ingredients as that known to English law under the term larceny. 
This will be seen by comparing the definition in the text with that 
quoted in Russell from East’s Pleas of the Crown, where lawny is 
defined to be, 

M The wrongful taking and carrying away by any person of the mere per* 
sonal good* o! another, from any place, with a tahmioua intention to convert 
them to hie (the taker's) own u*e» and moke them hi* own property, without 
the consent of tho owner.” (2 Rmw, 146.) 

The first point of difference between the two definition* is, that the 
Code makes every thing the subject of theft which i* moveable, i* e. 
capable of being severed from its place. The English law however ex- 
cluded from larceny all matters. 

** Which savour of the realty, and are, at the time they ana taken, part of 
the freehold; whether they be of the substances of the land, aa lead, or other 
minerals r or of the produce of the tend, as trees, com, grata, or other Indue j 
or things affixed to the land, at build! ngs and articles, such aa lead, ko. an-* 
nexed to buildings. The severance and taking of things of this deecription 
was, at common law, only a tmpaas. ,# (2 Russ. 251.) 

The second point of difference is, that it it no longer neoeesary io 
•how “ an intention to appropriate the chattel, and exemae an entire 
dominion over it.” (per Lord Campbell, C. J. Beg. «. Trevileoob. *7 
LJ. M. P- 103. D & B. 458.) It is sufficient to show an intention 
to tale i -tly the property out of any person's. possession, with- 
out his and that it was moved for that purpose, if the die- 
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honest intention, the absence of consent, and the moving are establish- 
ed, the offence will be complete, however temporary may have been the 
proposed intention. 

Nor is it necessary to show that the taking was against the person’s 
consent. It is sufficient if it was without his consent, which is a very 
different thing. (Keg v. Fletcher. 28 LJ. MO. 85 Bell. 63.) 

But the possession of the owner or holder of the property must 
continue. Therefore where the owner of a bullock buried its carcase, 
and the prisoners dug it up, it was held that there could be no con- 
viction for theft as the owner had given up all property in, and pos- 
session of the subject of the alleged theft- (4 Mad H. C. Appx. £D,) 
The mle that wild animals are not the subject of theft depends upon 
the idea that they cannot be in the possession of any one. But this 
of course may be negatived, as in the case of birds in an aviary, deer 
in a park, or animals too young to escape from control. (Reg, v . 8hickle % 
1 LR. GC . 158.) 

The removal must be done <c dishonestly,” which is defined by s. 24 
as involving ‘‘.intention of causing wrongful gam to one person, or 
wrongful loss to another person.” Therefore it is no theft where the 
articles are taken by mistake, or under a bond fide claim of right to 
possess them, however erroneous that claim may be, or with a bond 
fide belief thai the owners implied consent was given. (3 Sav. 374. 
s« 378, illus. u m*p.) 

Where the thing taken is utterly without value, an acquittal under 
e. 95 would be supported. (5 Bomb. H. C. Or. 35.) 

But the mere fact that the prisoner had, or claimed to have some 
rights in the property would not he a sufficient excuse- " If the 
property was in the possession of the prosecutor in such a way that 
he had a right to hold it against the prisoner ; that is, that the prison- 
er could not get it without the consent of the prosecutor, then it 
would be theft, if the prisoner dishonestly possessed himself of it with 
the intention of appropriating it,” (per Scotland, C. J. Reg. v . Am- 
moyee, 4th Madras Sessions J862 ) Still less would it be any defence 
that the accused had a claim for the price of an article which had sub- 
sequently been sold to a third person, and had passed into "that 
person’s possession. (Reg. v. Chellen, Scotland, C* J, 4th Madras 
Sessions, 1862.) Or that he took the property in satisfaction of a 
debt due to himself. (1 R. C> C. CR 61).) 

There can of course be no conviction, where the circumstances shew 
that there was no dishonest intention within the meaning of the Penal 
Code. This was the case in one instance, where the Court of P. U. ac- 
quitted the prisoner. Mr. Strange, saying, 

* The prisoner appears to have met the prosecutrix, when the latter was 
Incapacitated by intoxication, and to have secured her cloth by placing it 
under the care of the 1st witness. There is no evidence that he removed 
the cloth from the prosecutrix feloniously, nor that he had any design of 
appropriating it to himself. I cannot therefore see that any robbery has 
M acmxiitted.” (Mad,F. U. 168 of 1858.) 
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So, where a servant found fishermen poaching on hi* master's premi- 
ses, ami seized their nets, which he refused to give up without his 
employer's orders, the Bengal High Court held that a conviction for 
theft must be quashed ; as it was clear that the prisoner was acting 
6ond fid* in the interests of his master without any dishonest intention. 
(2 It. C. C t CR. 59,) In this case it is plain that the servant’* act 
was illegal, and injurious to the fishermen, therefore it caused them 
wrongful loss. If he knew this, he must be taken to have intended it, 
and the fact that his primary intention was to serve his employers, 
would not alter the case. No doubt, however, the High Court proceed- 
ed on the ground that he bond fide believed that he was acting rightly 
in detaining the nets. Where the prisoner's state of mind must be 
found as a fact, and that state of mind is honest, though the honesty 
arises from ignorance of law, the rule that ignorance of law is no ex- 
cuse does not apply. The ignorance does not operate to excuse the 
crime, but to show that one of the essential ingredients in the crime 
was wanting. (See anle> p. 49.) 

Where the dishonest intention is established, it makes no differenc 
in the prisoner’s guilt that the act was not intended to pneoureany per- 
sonal benefit to himself. No one can justify a theft on the Robin 
Hood principle, of taking from the rich to give to the poor. In one 
case a man was indicted for horse stealing, whereupon his companion 
broke into the prosecutor’s stable, took out another horse, drove it into 
a coal pit and so killed it, with the view of suggesting that a similar 
accident had happened to the first horse. He was found guilty of 
stealing, though he had never intended to make any other use of the 
animal, (Audi 283.) And so it was held in Bengal, where the pri- 
soner took the prosecutor's bullocks, against his will, ami distributed 
them among the creditors of the latter. <*J R. J & 1\ 417,) 

It is not necessary to show that tlio person out of tthosc possession 
the property was taken was its ounce, if the taking is itself dishonest* 
that is, will cause wrongful gain to the taker, or wrongful loss to the 
loser. (See illus, j. k. <tutc % p. 25.) But the mutual position of the 
parries mav be such that there can be uo dishonesty in the taking by 
one from the other, without consent asked or given. Hence, if a wife 
canw away ami convert to her own use the goods of her husband, tbit 
according to English law is no larceny, for husband and wife are one 
person. (Arch 284.) And the same doctrine has been laid down by 
the Madras High Court. (Rulings of 1864, on a. 406, and of 1866, 
on s. 176.) And so in a recent case Scotland, C. J. directed the jury 
that a count which charged a prisoner as a receiver could not be sus- 
tained, inasmuch as the prosecutor’s wife was the person from whom 
the goods had been received- (Reg. v* Venkata Reddy, 4th Madras 
Sessions 1864.) See too illustration (o), where the paramour A* and 
Hot the wife, is treated as the thief. » 

On much the same principle as that of the English few it has btm 
Jpdj that a Hindu husband cannot be convicted of robbing his wife, 
aoeoj^jM to Hindu law, bring completely under the control 
1%. *» * fea mlw* wbethw ftp 
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argumcut would apply in favor of a Hindu husband, who dishonestly 
took his wife’s Stridhana, over which she has absolute control ; (1 Stra. 
H. L. 27, 28. 3 Mad. H. C. 272.) or in favor of a Mahometan 
husband, who gets no right over his wife’s property by marriage. 
(MacNaghten’s M. L. 254 ) Such property is not in the possession of 
the wife, on account of the husband, so as to make her possession be 
his possession, within the meaning of s. 27. 

Nor can a man be turned into a thief for regaining possession 
of his own property, held by one who has no right to it; ndr 
can a joint tenant, as for instance, the member of a Hindu undivided 
family, be indicted for a theft of the family goods, since lie has just as 
good a right to them as any one else. (Arch. 284 ) But even in the 
case of an undivided member it would be theft if he took the goods for 
the fraudulent purpose of getting any dishonest advantage for himself. 
For instance, if he secreted any part of the family property for the pur-* 
pose of appropriating it for his own exclusive benefit, or if, when a 
division was m progress, he took possession of any articles without the 
knowledge of the other co-parceners, for the purpose of securing to 
himself an exgra share. (Reg. v* Chockanathen, 3id Madras Sessions 
1864, Bittleston J) And so it would be when the holder of the 
goods had some interest in them, which authorized him to lelain them 
against the owner. If I pawn my watch, it would be theft to take it 
away from the pawn bioker’a shop without repaying the loan [Ulus, 

And similarly, if the effect of the taking were to charge the holder with 
its price , as when a member of a benefit society entered the room of the 
person, with whom a box containing the funds of the society was depo- 
sited, and took and carried it away ; this was held to be larceny, the 
bailee being answerable to the society for the funds. (Arch. 284. ) And 
a man might even be convicted of stealing his own money from hia 
own servant, if the servant, being ignorant of the manner in whioh the 
money was abstracted, would have to make it good, (Hag. v. Webster. 
31 tJ. MC. 17. L dc C. 77. Beg. v. Burgess, 32 LJ. MC. 185. 
L & C. 299.) 

Savigny suggests a curious question, whether a person who is 
ignorant that a piece of property is his own, and who, intending to 
steal it, takes it from a third person who has himself no right it, 
and perhaps has stolen it, can be convicted of theft. He decides the 
question in the negative “ The owner, who in this manner carries 
away his own property, has the intention of committing a theft, but in 
fact commits none : for there is wanting one of the essential conditions 
of theft, viz., a violation of the right of another. The intending thief 
is protected, not by his mistake, but by the absence of the corpm 
delicti” (8 Sav. 412.) Probably the same decision would be given if 
the party were indicted under the Penal Code, though undoubtedly 
all the requirements of s. 378 would be literally complied with in the 
case supposed! Actual injury to a right is not required, if there is a 
dishonest intention to injure one. 

In the vast majority of cases where a theft is charged, the property 
few been taken from the owner clandestinely and without his consent. 

however, it happens that the possession of the article hat 

34 
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been voluntarily resigned by the proprietor, and the very difficult ques- 
tion then arises, whether the person, to whom it has been so respited, 
will become a thief in consequence of any subsequent dealing with it ? 
It is evident how important this question is, since any mistake upon 
the subject might result in an indictment against a person who lost a 
borrowed book, and then denied all knowledge of the loan; or who 
bought goods, and then refused either to pay for or return them., 

A solution of all such doubts will generally be obtained by remem- 
bering, that the essence of theft consists in its being h dishonest or 
criminal taking from the possession of the owner without his consent. 
Consequently if the taking is not criminal, when the possession is 
changed, there is no theft. The cases then will resolve themselves into 
four classes, one of which is certainly theft, two of which arc not theft , 
while as to the third, i* seems uncertain whether it docs or does not 
;’ome under the definition. 


I. By s. 27, property is said to be in a person's possession, when it 
is in the possession of his wife, clerk, or servant, even though the clerk 
or servant be only employed temporarily, or on a particular occasion. 

For instance, if 1 entrust my horse to my coachman, or plate 
and wine to my butler, my possession of them is never altered. I 
merely hold them by another hand. Instead of shutting them up in a 
stable or room, I put a human lock and key over them, but my right is 
never affected. Consequently, if my servant sells my horse, drink* my 
wine, or pawns my plate, this is theft, because he takes them directly 
out of my possession, criminally and without my leave. And bo it has 
been held in numbers of cases where servants appropriated money, 
goods, cheques, bills of exchange, &c„ which bad been given to them 
by their master for use or custody. (Arch. 203.) 

But where the servant is not entrusted with the property by his 
master, but obtains it by false pretences, there it has bctni held that his 
possession is not the possession of the master. Therefore, where a servant 
whose duty it was at the end of every day to obtain from his employer's 
cashier the money necessary to pay certain charges, falsely represented 
to the cashier that a larger sum was due, and appropriated the difference, 
this was held not to be larceny but cheating. (Reg. v. Thompson 33 
U. MC. 57 . L St C. 283.) And so I conceive it would be under the 
Renat Code, since the possession of a person’s clerk or servant must be 
a possession u on account of that person/* (s, 27*) 

The case is exactly the same where one gives the mere manual poa- 
sesrion of goods to another, but in such a way ns not to part with his 
dominion over them. For instance, the hotel keeper who allows hi* 
guest to use his furniture or sjjoons, gives him no other rigbtover 
them, and of course it would be just as much theft to take the plate 
out of a hotel, as to carry it away from a friend** house. {Aroh. 
295* Reg. o. Thompson 32 LJ* MC. 35. L & C, 935*) 

The Scotch law went even further, for it held that, * 


H !£ goods are delivered to a stranger or carrier for a special end particular 
i dMWk independent of any transfer of property* as to be conveyed to a 
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Under tlie present Code such offences would be punishable h$ 
breaches of trust under s. 405- And so, I conceive it would be even 
in the case of a clerk or servant, where the master never had any 
possession of the property except through the means of his servant. For 
instance, if a bill collector were to apply to his own use money which 
he had received on account of his master, this would certainly be a 
breach of trust under s- 408, and should I think be charged as such, 
and not as a theft under s. 381. 

If the clerk or servant is authorized to dispose of his master’s pro- 
perty, and does so, but applies the proceeds to his own use, he cannot 
be indicted for theft of the goods, for the removal of them out of his 
master’s possession was not wrongful , but he will be liable for the - 
misappropriation of the monev, under s. 403. (Reg. Betts 28 LJ 
MC. 69. Bell. 90 ) 

2. Again, the owner may not only give up the possession of his* 
goods, but also intend to part with all right and dominion over them in 
the event of a particular condition being complied with, but in no other 
event. Now, if a person, intending from the first to trick the owner out 
of his property were to get possession of it without complying with 
the condition, this under the English law is theft. (Arch. 287- Reg. 

McKale 1 L R. CC, 125.) For instance, where a party presented 
himself at a Post Office, and asked for a watch which was there, 
falsely representing himself to be the person to whom it was addressed 
and so obtained it, this was held to he larceny, because the Post 
Office Clerk intended to give it up to no one but the rightful owner. 
(Reg. u* Kay, 26 LJ. MC. 119. D & B. 231.) And the same rule 
applied where the possession was obtained by a trick from a servant, 
who was 'only entrusted with the goods for a special purpose, and not 
authorised to part with them for any other purpose. (Reg. v Prince- 
1 L R. CD. 1500 

But U is veiy doubtful whether such cases could be dealt with as 
thefts under the Penal Code. The English law requires the owner’s 
consent to the change of property in the goods, (1 L R. CC. 129) 
and that consent may be absent though he assents to the manual 
possession by another. But the Penal Code seems meielv to inquire, 
whether the removal, if fraudulent has been without the owner’s 
consent. There certainly has in the above cases been a conseJlt by 
the owner to the removal, though brought about by fraudulent means. 
At most, the crime is a constructive theft, and the object of the code 
is to get rid of constructive offences. Every instance of the sort would 
be indictable under s. 420 as cheating. Until therefore an authoritative 
decision has been given, it would be well always to join a count under 
that section, especially in trials before the High Court, since no con- 
viction for cheating can be had upon a count for theft, nor can the Court 
order an amendment of the indictment. (Act XVIII of 1862. as. 4, 5.) 

3. Where a party has obtained the possession of any chattel, band, 
Me and without fraud, and is not a servant of the original ownei\ no 
subsequent appropriation of the article, or malpractices in reference to 
ft ; ean make him guilty of theft. And this by virtue of its defini- 
tion; because the takbg, the change of possession, was not originally 



criminal. Hence, where goods arc delivered to a man upon trust, or 
taken by him with the owner’s consent, he is not guilty of theft by 
afterwards converting them to his own use. Where the. defendant 
saved some, of tho prosecutor’s goods from a lire which happened in his 
house, and took them home to her own lodgings, but the next morn- 
ing she concealed them, and denied having them in her possession ; 
the jury finding that she took them originally merely from a desire «i 
saving them for, and returning to the prosecutor, mid that she had no 
evil intention till afterwards ; the Judges held that it was a mere 
breach of trust and not felony. (Aron. 201.) 

Cases of this sort however will always be indictable either under a. 
403 or 405. 

4* The last class of cases arises out of the principle, u that if the 
# owner part with the property, that is, the right of dominion over the 
‘thing taken, as well ns the possession, there can l>e no theft in the tak- 
ing, however fraudulent the means by which such delivery was procur- 
ed*” (2 Russ. 11104 Where goods are sold upon credit, the purchaser 
cannot be indicted for theft, though the goods are never paid for, and 
though in fact he never intended to pay for them- Snf where the de- 
fendant bought a horse at a fair of the prosecutor, to whom he wan 
known, and having mounted the horse, said to the prosecutor that he 
would return immediately and p«y him, to which the prosecutor an 
swered, u very well,” and the prisoner rode the horse away, and never 
returned ; this was held to be no theft, because the property as well as 
tbe possession was parted with. And this rule holds good where the 
possession and property is obtained from a servant, such as the cashier 
of a bank, who has a general authority to conduct his employer's bmu 
ness, nml to part with his property. {Reg- 1 :. Prince. 1 hit, (Mb 150.) 

Such cases will now be indictable under a. -120 as cheating. 

Further, the crime of theft will nut bo complete without n moving of 
the article. The principle of this mlris u:rv obvious, viz., that h 
were intention to commit a crime docs n*»t constitute the crime, nod 
sb the essence of theit consists in m unlawful inking away, it must be 
shown that something was done towards carrying out that offence. It 
is not necessary to prove that the goods were removed out of theit 
owner's reach. Any removal from the spot in which they arc, however 
email, will be sufficient, provided the party accused have, for an in* 
atau t at least, tbe entire mid absolute possession of them. For iaaUnoe, 
the offence was held to be completf in cases where the prisoner had taken 
goods out of a chest, and laid them on the floor, but was isrpM 
before he could escape with them. And so, whore he had remwtad a 
cask from one end of a waggon to the other. (Arch. 395*) And to the 
case of a post office letter carrier, the taking of a letter oat of the bag 
in which letters were carried during delivery, and planing it in Mia own 
pocket was held sufficient, the Jury having found that be pm the letter 
la his pocket intending to steal it. (Reg. v* Poynton* 33 JU. MCI 30* 
X^jyXU?.) But the contrary was held where the property was mere- 
w * fcboiU **y *tt*K{* at remora! —« where the 
t package m mi* to the ptoeawbere it lay, for the 
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purpose of cutting open the side of it to get out the contents, arul was 
detected before he had accomplished his purpose. [Arch. 2*96.) Under 
English law even an actual removal is not sufficient* if the prisoner has 
never had the article in his power ; as for instance, where he attempted 
to carry it off, but was unable on account of its being chained to thd 
counter.. (Arch. 296 ) But the words of s. 378 seem wide enough to 
take in even such a case. 

Lastly, it may be remarked that in many cases, the only evidence of 
a theft aiises from the fact of the stolen property being found in the 
prisoners possession Upon this point, the following quotations, cited 
in Norton on Evidence (335, 326, 4th edition) deserve attention. 

“ It may be laid down generally, that wherever the propeity of onB man, 
which has been taken from him without his knowledge or consent, is found 
upon another, it is incumbent on that other bo prove how he came by it : 
otherwise the presumption is that he obtained it feloniously This, like A 
every other presumption, is strengthen^, weakened or rebutted, by con- 
comitant circumstances, too numerous in the nature of the thiDg to be de- 
tailed. It will be sufficient to allude to some of the most prominent ; such 
as, the lengh of time which has elapsed between the loss of the property 
and the finding it again ; either as it may furnish more or less doubt of the 
identity of it; 8r as it may have changed hands often er in the meantime, 
eras it may increase the difficulty to the prisoner of accounting for how he 
came by it, in all which corns i derations that of the nature of the property 
must generally be mingled. So the probability of the prisoners having 
been near the spot, from whence the property was supposed to be taken tit 
the time ; as well as Ins conduct during the whole tianaaction, both before 
and after the discovery are mateiial ingredients in the investigation. But 
the bare chcumatance of finding in one’s possession property of the same 
kind which another has lost, unless that other can from marks or other cir~ ( 
curastances satisfy the Court and jury of the identity of ic, is not in general 
sufficient evidence of the goods having been feloniously obtained. Though, 
where the fact ia very recent, so as to afford reasonable presumption that 
the property could not have been acquired in any other manner, the Court 
are warranted in concluding it is the same, unless the prisoner can prove 
the contrail Thus a man being found coming out of another’s barn ; and 
upon search, corn being found upon him of the Bame kind with what was in 
the barn, is pregnant evideuce of guilt. (2 East P. C. 666.) 

** But in order to raise this presumption legitimately the possession of 
the stolen property should be clearly traced to the accused, and be exclusive 
as well as recent The finding it on his person, for instance or in a luck- 
od-up house, room, or box of which he kept the key, would be a fair ground 
for calling on him for his defence ; but if the articles stolen were only 4uund 
lying in a house or room m which he lived jointly with otheis equally capa- 
ble with himself of having committed the theft, or iu an open box to which 
others had access, no definite presumption of his guilt could be made. An 
exception is said to exist where the accused is the owner of the house in 
which stolen property is found, who, it is argued, must be presumed to have 
such control ovh it as to prevent anything coming in or being taken out 
without his sanction As a foundation for civil responsibility this reasoning 
may be correct, but to conclude the master of a house guilty of felony, on 
the double presumption, first, that the stolen goods found in the house were 

S aoed there by him or with his connivance, and secondly, that he was the 
aef who stole them, and there are no corroborative circumstances, is cei- 
tainly treading on the very verge of artificial conviction. (Best Ev- 268, and 
see Keg. r. Longmead, L* & C. 427. 3 Russ, 667.) 

Where a prisoner has been convicted of any offence punishable 
under the Penal Code, by means of or m consequence ol which the 
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possession of property shall have been transferred, ami where the party 
has been indicted by the owner of the property or by his executor or ad- 
ministrator, the Court may after conviction order restitution of the 
property to be, made. But if it shall appear that any valuable security 
4as been, lend fide discharged, or that any negotiable instrument has 
been bond fide received in transfer, without notice, and for sufficient 
consideration, restoration shall not be ordered* (Geo. IV. c. 74, a. 
110. Act XVIII of 186*2, s 39.) This provision only apples wi'hin 
the limits of the High Court in its original criminal jurisdiction. 

In the Mofussil it is provided by Act VIII of I860* ss. 132, A, B» 
C. that 


“ When the trial in any Criminal Court is concluded, the Court, at th<* time 
of passing judgment, may pass such order as appears right for th rt disposal 
of any produced before it, regarding which any offence appears to havr been 
committed.'* 

* 4 Any Court of appeal, reference or i aviaion may direct any *w»h order 
passed by a Court subordinate thereto, to be stayed, and may modify. alt#»r 
or annul it. 1 * 

<( The order passed by any Court tinders. 132 A. or 132 B. may bo ia tk© 
form of a reference of the property to the Magiati ate of the Bmtriot who shall 
in such cases deal with it as if he were acting under as, 136-182, under th* 
circumstances mentioned m s. 130, and the seizure had been reported to 
him by the Police” 

It will be observed that under the above sections it is not accessary 
that the trial should have terminated in the conviction of the offender. 
It is sufficient if an offence appears to have been committed regarding 
the property, although the prisoner may not be the offender. 


380 . Whoever commits theft in any building, 
tent, or vessel, which building, tent, 
inehousaVc^*^ 1- or vessel is used as a human dwelling, 
™ or for the custody of property, ah.1l 

be punished with imprisonment of either description 
for a term which may extend to seven years, and 
shall also be liable to fine. 


Where the theft was of a cloth, spread out to dry on the roof of a 
houCfc, to which the prisoner got access by scaling the watt ; it was 
held that there was no entry into the bouse, and consequently there 
could neither have been house-breaking nor theft in a bouse, and that 
the fact that the roof was used for various domestic purposes could 
make no difference. (Pro. H. Ct. Mad. 17th March I860.) A cattle 
shed is “ a building used for the custody of property” within this 
Section. (Pro. H. Ct. Mad, 24th November 1866.) 

See Act VI of 1864, ss. 2. 3. ante note to s* 879, p* 262. 


- upou the trial of any person charged with the offence of theft 
itader Section 378 of the Indian Penal Code, or the offenee of theft In 
w wding, tent or vessel under Section 380 of the said Code, it shall 
.'%t he took the property in question in any such manner as 
criminal misappropriation of property under 
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Sr Hion 403 of the said Code, or tie offence of criminal breach of trust 
under Section 405 of the said Code, he shall not be entitled to be 
acquitted* but the Court, or the Jury in a case tried by Jury > shall be 
at liberty to find that such person is not guilty of the offence charged, 
but is guilty of the said offence under the said Section 403 or Section 
405, as the case may be, and thereupon such person shall be liable 
to he punished in the same manner as if he had been found guilty upon 
a charge under such Section. (Cr. P. C. s. 58, and see s- 424.) 

In the High Court the proper course will be for the Judge to order 
the indictment to be amended (Act XV III of 1862. s. 4.) 

No person charged and tried for an offence under any Section of 
the Indian Penal (Jorie in the last four Sections of this Act mentioned, 
and found guilty of another offence under the provisions of any other 
of the said Sections of the Indian Penal Code, shall be liable to be 
afterwards prosecuted upon the same facts under the Section under ^ 
which he was charged, or undei the Section under which he was found 
guilty, (Cr. P. C. s. 60.) 

Theft in a house is an aggravated thefr, which is not cognisable by 
heads of villages in the Madras Presidency. {Bulings of High Court 
of Madras 186* on s. 380 ) 

381. Whoever, being a clerk or servant, or be- 
ing employed in the capacity of a 
(.r T wrvLtb‘ !l p* <‘lovk or servant, commits theft iu res- 
i^rty in p«wwh- poet of any property in the possession 
mou of master. ^ his master or employer^ shall be 

punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 

Where a servant was sent by his fellow-servants to receive their pay 
from their common master, and made away with it, it was ruled that he 
received it as their agent, and that it ceased to be the master’s money, 
and became theirs. (Keg, v Barnes, I LR. OC. 45.) Such an act 
would be punishable here as criminal breach of trust under s. 406* 

(^lunations often arise as to whether a person in possession^ of 
monies not belonging to himself, holds them as the clerk or servant of 
his employer, so that his possession is that of his master, or merely as 
an accountable agent. In the former case his misappropriation of 
these would be a theft under s. 381, in the latter a criminal breach 
of trust, One test seems to be, whether he is bound to hand over * 
to his master, or apply for his benefit the identical coins which are 
m his possession, or whether he is only bound to bring them into ac- 
count, as a sum which he is botmd to make good, with liberty in the 
meantime to apply the coins in any manner be likes. In the former 
ease be is a servant, in the latter he is merely a truster, like a bank- 
er or receiver. (Keg. n. Tyree, h HR, CO* 177.) See too note U) 
•,408. 

See id VI of 1861, ss* 2. 3. AnU note to a, 376, p, 262 
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If upon the trial of any person charged with the offence of theft 
as a clerk or servant of property in the possession of his master unde* 
Section 3SI of the Indian Penal (Jode, it shall be proved that he took 
the property in question in any t such manner as to amount to the 
offence of criminal misappropriation of property under Section i')S 
of the said Code, or the offence of criminal misappropriation of pro- 
perty possessed by a deceased person at the time of his death under 
Section 404 of the said Code, or of such criminal misappropriation 
under the said Section 404, the offender being at the time oi the death 
of the person deceased employed by him as a elevk or sonant, or the 
offence of criminal breach of trust under Section 405 oi the auid Code, 
or the offence of criminal breach of trust as a clerk or seivant under 
Section 408 of the said Code, he shall not be entitled to be acquitted, 
but the Court, or the Jury in a case tried by Jury, shall be at liberty 
f to find that such peison is not guilty of the offence churned, but l# 
guilty of tiie offence under the said Section 403, Section 404, Section 
405, or Section 408 as the case may be, and thereupon such person 
shall be liable to be punished m the same manner as if he had been 
found guilty upon a charge under such Section. (Cr. I . C . a. 50.) See 
also s. 60, ante, p- 271. In trials before the High Court the indictment 
will be amended. (ActXVIIl of 18G2. s. 5.) 

382 Whoever commits theft, having made pro- 

Theft *. f ° r “ Usil f , d0a ‘, h h " F f °J 

jiaration made for restraint, oi tear ot death or ot hurt 
causing death or or 0 f rGS traint, to any person, in order 

the committing of to the committing or such theft, or m 
tho theft. order to the effecting of his escape af- 

ter the committing of such theft, or in order to tho 
retaining of property taken by such theft, shall bo 
punished with rigorous imprisonment for a term 
which may extend to ten years, and shall also be lia- 
ble to fine. 

Illustrations . 

(a$ A commits theft on property in Z’s possession • and, while 
committing this theft, he has a loaded pistol under his garment! 
naving provided this pistol for the purpose of hurting Z in case Z 
should resist. A has committed the offence defined m this Section, 

(£) A picks Z’s pocket, having posted several of his companions 
near him, iu order that they may restrain Z, if Z should perceiv# 
what is passing and should resist, or should attempt to apprehend 
A. A has committed the offenco defined in the Section. 


See Act VI of 1801. ss. 2. 3. Ante note to s 379, p. 262* 


383. Whoever intentionally puts any person in 
fear of any injury to that person or to 
,on ' any other, and thereby dishonestly in- 
dices the person so put in fear to deliver to any per* 
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son any property or valuable security, or any thing 
signed or sealed which may be converted into a vain- 
able security, commits “ extortion.’’ 

lUusiraiions* 

(a) A threatens to publish a defamatory libel concerning Z, unless 
Z gives him money. He thus induces Z to give him money. A has 
committed extortion. 

(h) A threatens Z that he will keep Z’s child in wrongful confine- 
ment, unless Z will sign and deliver to A a promissory note binding Z 
lopay certain monies to A* Z signs and delivers the note. A has 
committed extortion. 

(*’) A threatens to send club-men to plough up Z’s field, unless Z 
will sign and deliver to B a bond binding Z under a penalty to deliver 
cod am produce to 11, and thereby induces Z to sign and deliver the 
boml. A has committed extortion. 

(<f) A, by putting Z in fear of grievous hurt, dishonestly induces Z 
to sin 01 affix bia seal to a blank paper, and deliver it to A.— Z signs 
and delivers tbejoaper to A. Here, as the paper so aigned may be con- 
verted into a valuable security. A has committed extortion. 

384* Whoever commits extortion shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either de- 
oxu> U rtion? iCufc for atTiption for a term which may extend 1 
to three years, or with fine, or with both. 

Extortion under certain circumstances will become robbery, (Post, 
s. 390.) The offence under this Code seems to include some cases 
which would have been treated as robbery under English law, and 
others which would not have been punishable under the English law, 
though they would under the Scotch system. 

Under the English law the offence of robbeiy was equally complet- 
ed, although the actual delivery of the thing taken was the act of the 
party robbed, provided that delivery arose from his being put in fear. 
(2 Buss. 104.) But there were some sorts of fear which the English 
law did not consider as sufficient to justify a person in yielding to ; 
therefore it was held that the fear of injury to character was not sock 
an intimidation as would amount to robbery, unless in the single case 
of threatening to accuse of an unnatural offence. (2 Russ. 118-124) 
The offence of extortion under s. 383 seems to embrace two clasees of 
cases, first, every threat of prospective injury, of whatever nature 5 and 
secondly, every threat of immediate injury, provided the injury appre- 
hended is not death, hurt, or wrongful restraint. But the mere going 
about and collecting money, upon an assertion that as order had issued 
to tax the persons upon whom the demand was made, is not extortion 
but cheating. (5 it. $ & P. UK) 

The offence will bo extortion, though the injuty threatened is one 
whioh the party employing the menace would be justified in resorting 
t<v provided the threat is used as a means of obtaing an undue ad* 
vautap# K is lawful tc bring a criminal to justice, or to expose a 

ns 
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rogue, but it ia extortion to uring from his fears of detention any profit 
wluch he would not otherwise be willing to bestow. 

Accordingly it has been held, that wheie money was extorted by a 
threat of bringing a criminal charge, the often re was equally commit- 
ted whether the charge was true or false. (3 R. 0. C. CR, 19.) 

Not only must there be a putting in fear, but the fear must be the 
inducement which causes the other person to deliver up the pioperty. 

The degree of such alarm may vary in different cases. The essential mat- 
ter is, that it be of a natiue and extent to nu&ettlc the mind of the prison on 
whom it operates, and to take away from his acts that element of free volun- 
tary action which alone constitutes consent. 5 ' [pci Wilde, E. Reg, r t 
Walton. 32 LJ. MC 79. L. & C. 2SS ) 

The act however must he done dishonestly, (see s. 24) and therefore 
if a person bond fide believes himself to be entitled to the property in 
question, the crime will not have been completed. (Arch. 3#G. 3 
Bomb. H. C. UO. 45 ) 

Where by arrangement among several persons, the thioafe is used by 
some, and the property obtained by that threat 13 .received by the 
others, all are equally guilty of extortion. (2 Bomb. II, C. 417.) 

Delivery of the property by the person put in fear is an essential to 
the offence. If therefore no such delivery takes place, but the persons 
-who are intimidated passively allow the offenders to take away the 
property, this would be robbery, if the threat came under the terms of 
s. 390, but not extortion. (1 R. 0. C. CR. 20,) 

3S5. Whoever, in order to the committing of ex- 
tortion, puts any oerson in fear or at- 
in fear of injury m tempts to put any person m tear ot 
order to commit an y i n i ur y shall be punished with im- 
pnsonment ot either description tor a 
term which may extend to two years, or with fine, or 
with both. 

386. Whoever commits extortion by putting any 

. person in fear of death or of grievous 

iSg 0 a tl peraon n m hurt to that person or to any other, 
fear of death or shall be punished with imprisonment 
gnevous ur 0 f either description for a term which 
may extend to ten years, and shall also bo liable 
to fine. 

387. Whoever, in order to the committing of 
Putting person in extortion, puts or attempts to put any, 
tor of death or of person in fear of death or of grievous 
art commit hurt to that person or to any other, 
extortion , shall be punished with imprisonment 
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of either description for a term which may extend 
to seven vears. and shall also be liable to fine. 

o * 

388. Whoever commits extortion by putting any 

Extortion by P crson hi fear of an accusation against 
threat ot aceim- that person or any other, of having 
im“uuab?e° ff w!th committed or attempted to commit any 
death or tran&por- offence, (SC6 Ad IV OflS67 } S. 1.) puil- 
tation, &c. iahable with death, or with transpor- 

tation for life, or with imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to ten years, or of having -attempted to 
induce any other person to commit such offences, shall 
be puuished with imprisonment of either description 
for a term which may extend to ten years, and shall 
also be liable to fine ; and if the offence be one pun- 
ishable under Section 377, may be punished with 
transportation for life. 

Where the prisoner threatened A’s father that he would charge A 
with having committed an unnatiuul oflence with a mare, his object 
being to force the father to buy the mare at the prisoner’s price, this 
was held to amount to extortion under an English statute similar in 
effect to s. 388, (Reg, ?/. Redman I LR. CO, 12.) 

See Cr. P. C. s. 138, ante, p. 05, 


Persons convicted under ss. 388 and 380 may be whipped in lien of 
the punishment prescribed by the Penal Code, and upon a second con- 
viction may be whipped in addition to that punishment, provided no 
longer imprisonment than five years has been inflicted. (Act VI of 
1864, ss. 2. 3. 7.) 


389. Whoever, in order to the committing of ex- 


Putting person 
in foui of accusa- 
tion of offence, in 
order to commit 
extortion 


tortion, puts or attempts to put any 
person in fear of an accusation against 
that person or any other, of having 
committed or attempted to commit an 
offence, (sec. Act IV of 1807, & 1) 


punishable with death, or with transportation for life, 
or with imprisonment for a term which may extend 
to ton years, .shall be punished with imprisonment of 


either description for a term which may extend to 
•ten years, and shall also bo liable to fine ; and if the 
offence bo punishable under Section 377, may bo 
punished with transportation for life. 


8m note to i, 3tS8. 
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Robbery. 


OF ROBBERY AND DACOITY, 

390, In all robbery there is either 
theft or extortion. 


Theft is “- robbery,” if, in order to the committing 
of the theft, or in committing the theft, 
robbery! ** or carrying away or attempting to 
carry away property obtained by the 
•theft, the offender, for that end, voluntarily causes 
•or attempts to cause to any person death or hurt or 
•wrongful restraint, or fear of instant death or of in- 
stant hurt, or of instant wrongful restraint. 


Extortion is “robbery,” if the offender, at the time 
of committing the extortion, is in the 
is robbery 1 * 01 * 1011 P resence of the person put* in fear, and 
commits the extortion by putting that 
person in fear of instant death, of instant hurt, or of 
instant wrongful restraint to that person or to some 
■other person, and, by so putting in fear, induces the 
person so put in fear then and there to deliver up 
the thing extorted. 

Explanation . — The offender is said to he present 
if he is sufficiently near to put the other person in 
fear of instant death, of instant hurt, or of instant 
wrongful restraint. 

Illustrations* 


(a) A holds Z down, and fraudulently takes 55’ s money and jewels 
from Z’s cloth es, without Z J s consent. Here A has committed theft, 
ana in order to the committing of that theft, has voluntarily caused 
wrongful restraint to Z. A has therefore committed robbery. 

(&) A meets Z on the high road, shows a pistol, and demands Z*s 
purse. Z, in consequence, surrenders his purse. Here A has extort- 
ed the purse from Z by putting him in fear of instant hurt, and being 
at the time of committing the extortion in his preseuce. A ha# 
therefore committed robbery. 

(e) A meets Z and Z’s child on the high road. A takes the child 
and threatens to fling it down a precipice, unless Z delivers his purse. 
Z, in consequence, delivers his purse. Here A has extorted the 
* purse from Z, by causing Z to be in fear of instant hurt to the child 
»who is there present. A has therefore committed robbery on Z 

A obtains property from Z by saying— “ Your child is in the 
hands of my gang, and will be put to death unless you send us feu 
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thousand Rupees, 1 * This is extortion, am] punishable as such , hut it 
is not robbery, unless Z is put in fear of the instant death of his child, 

Robbery as defined in s, 390 consists of a completed theft, or a 
completed extortion, with some additional circumstances. Every case* 
which is robbery under this section would have been robbery under 
English law, but the converse does not appear to be true. The defi- 
nition of robbery under both English and Scotch law was a theft by 
violence or putting in fear. (2 Russ. 10S. 123, Alison Cr. L. 237.) 
Therefore it was held to be robbeiy in one case, where it appeared 
that the prisoner snatched at a sword while it was hanging at a gentle- 
man’s side, whereupon the latter instantly laid tight hold of the scab- 
bar d, which caused a struggle between them, io which the prisoner got 
possession of the sword, and took it away. (2 Russ. 109.) But 
under the above section the violence must amount to a causing, or 
attempting to cause death, or hurt, (see s. 319) or wrongful restraint 
(see s. 339) or the fear of such. Apprehension of injury to property 
or character will not amount to robbery, though it will be extortion 
under s. 383, 

Where the property is forcibly taken away from the owner under the 
above circumstances, the ofience will be theft turned into robbery. 
Where however the owner is prevailed upon himself to suirender Ins 
property, then it will be the crime of extoitiou aggravated into robbery. 

In order to constitute robbery, there must be an act of theft or ex- 
tortion completed, anti theiefore the accused must have had such a 
possession of the property as would constitute the above crimes; but 
a merely momentary possession is sufficient, and the crime is com- 
pleted though the property is given back immediately. Hence in 
<me case where, 

H It was found that the prisoner stopped the prosecutor as he was carry, 
mg a feather bed on his shoulders, and told him to iay it down, or he would 
shoot him. The prosecutor laid the bed on tho ground ; bat before the pri- 
soner could take it up so as to remove it from the spot where it lay, he was 
Appiehendod. The Judges were of opinion that the offence was not com- 
pleted, and he was discharged .** (1 teach. 322.) 

Of course, in a similar case tinder the present Code he could be con- 
victed of an attempt to rob under s. 511. 

The use of violence will not convert theft info robbery, unlers the 
violence is committed for one of the ends specified in s. 390, therefore 
where a thief, finding himself observed, abandoned his booty, and ran 
away, throwing stones at the owner to prevent pursuit, the Madras 
High Court ruled that the offence was not robbery. (Rulings of 1835 
•on s. 890.) 

As in the ease of theft or extortion, so in the compound crime of 
robbery, the act must be done dishonestly ; (see s. 24) and therefore 
if a person, bond fide believing that property in the personal possession 
of another belongs io himself or to another, on whose behalf he is act- 
ing, (2 R. J k P. 114. Mad. H. O. 254. 3 Sav. 374) takes that 
property away from such person with menaces and violence, this is not 
robbery ; and it is a question of fact, whether the prisoner did no* act 
wider such bondjidu belief. (2 Russ. 105.) 
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Upon the crime of robbery the framers of the Code remark, (p. 70.) 
u There can be no case of robbery which does not fall within the definition 
either of theft, or of extortion. But in practice xt will perpetually bo matter 
ot doubt wehther a particular act of robbery was a theft or an extortion, A 
large portion of robberies will be half theft, half extortion. A seises Z, threat- 
ens to murder him unless he delivers all his property, and begins to pull oti' 
2*8 ornaments- Z in terror begs that A will take all he has, and spare his 
life. Z assists in taking off his ornaments and delivers them to A Here 
speh ornaments as Z took without A’s consent aro tiken by theft. Those 
which Z delivered up from fear of death are acquired, by extortion-’* 


391. When five or more persons conjointly com- 
mit or attempt to commit a robbery, 
Dacoity. or w p 3re the whole number of persons 

conjointly committing or attempting to commit a 
-robbery, and persons present and aiding such com- 
mission or attempt, amount to five or more, _ every 
person so committing, attempting, or aiding, is said 
to commit “ dacoity.” 

Where hurt is caused in the commission of a lobbery or dacoity, it 
need not be charged as a separate offence, since it is included in the 
definition of the enme. (1 B.. J Sc P. 65.) 

- 23-9? Whoever commits robbery shall ho punished 

with rigorous imprisonment for a term 
Punishment for w ] 1 j LC ] 1 ma y extend to ton years, and 
rc ‘ lUeiJ ' shall also be liable to fine ; and if the 

robbery be committed on the highway between sun- 
set *and sunrise, the imprisonment may be extended 
to fourteen years. 


See Cr. P. C. s, 138. ante , p. 95. 

Any person who is a second time convicted of robbery ordacoitj, or 
of the offences defined in ss. 393 and 394, may be whipped in addition 
to the punishment provided by the Penal Code, unless be has Been 
sentegeed to transportation, or to imprisonment for a longer term than 
five years. (Act VI of 1864. ss. 4. 7.) 

393. Whoever attempts to commit robbery shall 
be punished with rigorous imprison- 
raufobbety. ocom ' ment for a term which may extend 
to seven years, and shall also bo 
liable to fine. 

See note to s. 392. 


394, If any person, in committing or in at- 
v^tariiy cans- tempting to commit robbery, volunta- 
iog kuvtjn mo* rily causes hurt, such person, and any 
mitUr®*hh^My. , . ^ther person, jointly concerned in 
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committing or attempting to commit such robbery, 
shall be punished with transportation for life, or with 
rigorous imprisonment for a term which may extend 
to ten years, and shall also be liable to fiue. 

See note to s 302. 

The offence defined in s. 391 is included in s. 39*, and therefore a 
prisoner who 1ms committed both offences, ns pmt of the same trans- 
action, should be sentenced under s. 3 0 1 only. (2 W. R. C. C. 1 .) 

395. Whoever commits dacoity shall be punished 
with transportation for life, or with 
dacoity. rigorous imprisonment for a term 

which may extend to ten years, and' 
.shall also be liable to fine. 

See note to s. 392. 

39C. If any one of five or more persons, who are 
. . conjointly committing dacoity, com- 

murd«° lty " lth mitM murder in so committing dacoity, 
every one of those persons shall be ' 
punished with death, or transportation for life, or 
rigorous imprisonment for a term which may extend 
to ten years, and shall also he liable to fine. 

See note to s. 392. 


397. If, at the time of committing robbery or 
dacoity, the offender uses any deadly 

coityywlth attempt WC&pOflj OT C&USGS ^TICVOUS lltirt to £Wiy 

t<» cause death m- person, or attempts to cause death or 
grievous hurt. grievous hurt to any person, the im- 
prisonment with which such offender shall be punish- 
ed shall not be less than seven years. 

Sec Cr. P. C. s. 138. ante, p. 95. 

39S. If, at the time of attempting to commit 


robbeiy or dacoity, the offender is 
armed with any deadly weapon, the 
imprisonment with which such of- 
fender shall be punished shall not be 
less than seven years. 

See note to $. 397- 


Attempt to com- 
mit robbery or da- 
ooi ty when amu*d 
with deadly wea- 
pon. 
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399. Whoever makes any preparation for com- 
Matn.g7repa.a- fitting, dacoity, shall be punished 
tion to commit da- with. rigorous imprisonment for a 
°° lty ' term which may extend to ten years, 

and shall also be liable to fine. 


400. Whoever, at any time after the passing of 
Punishment for this Act, shall belong to a gang of per- 

beionging to a sons associated for the purpose of 
gang of dacoits. habitually committing dacoity, shall 
be punished with transportation for life, or with 
rigorous imprisonment for a term which may extend 
r to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

401. Whoever, at any time after the passing of 

, ... this Act, shall belong to any wander- 

belonging to a mg or other gang ot persons associat- 
thwve e s dussanE ° f f° r tte purpose of habitually com- 
mitting theft or robbery, and not 
being a gang of thugs or dacoits, shall be punished 
* with rigorous imprisonment for a term which may ex- 
tend to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

402. Whoever, at any time after the passing of 
Assembim for ^is Act, shall be one of five or more 

purpos™ of nS com. persons assembled for the purpose of 
mitting dacoity. committing dacoity shall be punished 
with rigorous imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 
See Cr. P. C, s. 1S8 . ante, p. 95. , 

1 Magistrates, or officers exercising the powers of Magistral may 
exact security for good behaviour for one year, from persons who ap- 
pear from general evidence to be by repute robbers, house-breakers, 
receivers of stolen property, or persons of notoriously bad livelihood. 
(Cr. P. CLs. 296.) Where under the circumstances,, the releaseofsuch 
person without security at the expiration of one yea* may appear 
hazardous tD the community,, the period may be extended to three 
yeais. (Cr. P. C, s. 297 ) In default of security the party may be 
committed to prison. [Cr- P. C. s. 301.) 


OF CRIMINAL MISAPPROPRIATION OF PROPERTY. 

,403. Whoever dishonestly misappropriates or 
.j Lhoragt mis- converts to his own use any_ moveable 
, of property, shall be punished with im- 
p rtffctea,,.', i prisonment of either description for a 
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term which may extend to two years, or with fine, 
or with both, 

lllmtm turns. 

(а) A takes propel ty beloiiguig to Z out of Z’s possession, in good 
faith, believing at the time when he takes it, that the property be* 
longs to himself. A is not guilty of theft , but if A, after discovering 
his mistake, dishonestly appropriates theproperty to his own use he is 
guilty of an offence under this Section. 

(б) A, being on friendly terms with Z, goes into Z’s library in Z's 
absence, and takes away a book without Z’s express consent Ilere, if 
A was under tho impression that he had Zs imphed|consent to take the 
book for the purpose of reading it, A has not committed theft. But if 
A afterwards sells the book for his own benefit, he is guilty of an of- 
fence under this Section. 

(c) A and B being joint owners of a horse, A takes the horse out of 
B’s possession, intending to use it. Here, as A has a right to use the 
horse, he does not dishonestly misappropriate it. But if A sells the 
horse and appropriates the whole pioeeeds to his own use, ho is guilty 
of an offence under this Section. 

Explanation 1. — A dishonest misappropriation for 
a time only is a misappropriation within the meaning 
of this Section. 

Illustration , 

A finds a Government promissory note belonging to Z, bearing a 
blank endorsement. A, knowing that the note belongs to Z, pledges it 
with a banker as a security for a loan, intending at a futuie time to 
restore it to Z. A has committed an offence under this Section. 

Explanation 2. — A person who finds property not 
in the possession of any other person, and takes such 
property for the purpose of protecting it for, or of 
restoring it to the owner, does not take or misappro- 
priate it dishonestly, and is not guilty of an offence ; 
but he is guilty of the offence above defined, if die 
appropriates it to his own use, when he knows or has 
the means of discovering the owner, or before lie has 
used reasonable means to discover and give notice to 
the owner, and has kept the property a reasonable 
time to enable the owner to claim it. 

What are reasonable means, or what is a reason- 
abld'time in such a case, is a question of fact. 

It ilfetnot necessary that the finder should know 
Who i$$bc owner of the property, or that any parti- 
cular person is the owner of it : it is sufficient if, at 
r 30 
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the time of appropriating it, he does not believe that 
to be his own property, or in good faith believe that 
the real owner cannot be found. 

Illustrations . 

-(a) A finds* a Rupee on the high road, not knowing to whom the 
Rupee belongs. A picks up the Rupee. Here A has not committed 
the offence defined in this Section. 

{&) A finds a letter on the road, containing a bank note. From the 
direction and contents of the letter he learns to whom the note belongs 
He appropriates the note. He is guilty of an offence under thus 
Section. 

(c) A finds a cheque payable to bearer. He can form no conjecture 
r as to the person who has lost the cheque. But the name of the person 

who has drawn the cheque appears. A knows that this person can 
direct him to thB person in whose favour the cheque was drawn. A ap- 
propriates the cheque without attempting to discover tho owner, lie 
is guilty of an offence under this Section. 

(d) A sees Z drop hi3 purse with money in it. A picks up the purse 
with the intention of restoring it to Z, but afterwards appropriates it 
to his own use. A has committed an offence under this Section. 

(e) A finds a purse with money, not knowing lo whom it belongs ; 
he afterwards discovers that it belongs to Z, and appropriates it to his 
own use. A is guilty of an offence under this Section, 

(/)A finds a valuable ring, not knowing to whom it belongs. A 
sells it immediately without attempting to discover the owner. A is 
guilty of an offence under this Section. 

This section is intended to provide for certaiu acts which would not 
be criminal under other heads. Theft involves an act criminal at the 
moment it first took place ; it also involves taking a thing out of the 
> possession of the owner. Criminal misappropriation takes place when 
the possession has been innocently come bv, but where by a subsequent 
change of intention, or from the knowledge of some new fact, with 
which the party was not previously acquainted, the retaining becomes 
wrongful and fraudulent. Criminal breach of trust can only exist 
wh&e some relation of trust exists between the parties, but under the 
present head, all that is necessary is, that the prisoner should convert 
to his own use pioperty which he knows ’is not his own, not believ- 
ing himself to be authorised to do so. Cheating, like theft, presup- 
poses a fraudulent intention at the time the possession of the propety 
was charged, which, as we have seen, is not an ingredient in the pre- 
sent offence 

Under the English law the finder of property who appropriates it 
to himself, knowing or having the means of ascertaining the owner, 
commits larceny. But he Commits no offence whatever if he has no 
knowledge or means of knowledge at the tune of the appropria- 
te though he retains the property designedly after becoming ac- 
with .its rightful ownership. Under e. 103 both cases con- 
stitute the offeate of brfminal misappropriation. . 
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404. Whoever dishonestly misappropriates or con- 

Uiabonest misap- 7 ertS t0 his 0Wn USe Property, know- 

propriation of pro- m g that such property was in. the pos- 
session of a deceased person at the 
at the time of his time of that person’s decease, and has 
death. not since been in the possession of any 

person legally entitled to such possession shall he 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to three years, and shall also 
he liable to fine ; and if the offender at the time of 
such person’s decease was employed by him as a clerk 
of servant, the imprisonment may extend to seven 
years. 

Illustrations* 

Z dies in possession of furniture and money. His servant A, befoite 
the money comes into the possession of any person entitled to such 
possession, dishonestly misappropriates it. A*has committed the of- 
ience defined in this section. 

A conviction under ss. 404 or 403 w ill be valid, although the offence 
really committed was a theft under ss 378, 380 or 381. (Cr. P. 0. 
s. 423, Act XVIII of 1862, s, 18.) 


OF CRIMINAL BREACH OF TRUST. 


Criminal breach 
of trust- 


405. Whoever, being in any manner entrusted 
with property, or with any dominion 
over property, dishonestly misappro- 
priates or converts to his own use that 
property, or dishonestly uses or disposes of that pro- 
perty in violation of any direction of law prescribing 
the mode in which such trust is to be discharged, or 
of any legal contract, express or implied, which he 
has made touching the discharge of such trust? or 
wilfully suffers any other person so to do, commits 
“criminal breach of trust.’’ 

Illustrations. 


(a) A being executor to the will of a deceased person, dishonestly 
disobevs the law which directs him to divide the effects according to 
the will, and appropriates them to his own use. A has committed cri- 
minal breach of trust. 

- (b) A is a warehouse-keeper. Z, going on journey, entrusts his 

furniture to A, under a contract that it shall be returned on payment 
a stipulated sum for warehouse room, A dishonestly sells the good& 
A bm committed criminal breach of trust. 
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(c) A, residing m Calcutta, is agent for Z residing at Delhi. There 
is au express or implied contract between A and 7* that all sums remit- 
ted by Z to A shall be invested by A according to Z*a direction, Z 
remits a lac of Rupees to A, with directions to A to invest the same in 
Company’s paper. A dishonestly disobeys tho directions, and employ* 
the money in his own business A has committed criminal breach of 
trust, 

(d) But if A, in the last illustration, not dishonestly but in good 
faith, believing that it will be more for Z’s advantage to hold shares m 
the Bank of Bengal, disobeys Z’s directions and buys shares in the Bank 
of Bengal for Z, instead of buying Company’s paper,, here, , though Z 
should suffer less, and should be entitled to bring a civil action against 
A pn account of that loss, yet A, not having acted dishonestly, has not 
committed criminal breach of trust. 

(e) A, a revenue^ officer, is entrusted with public money, and is 
either directed by law, or bound by a contract, express or imphod, with 

r the Glovernment, to pay into a certain treasury all the public money 
which he holds. A dishonestly appropiiatea the money, A has com- 
mitted criminal breach of trust. 

(/) A, a carrier, is entrusted by Z with property to bo carried by 
land or by water. A dishonestly misappiopriates tilt* property. A 
has committed criminal breach of trust. 

Where a turban was pledged with the defendant, it was held that his 
wearing it did not amount to a dishonest misappropriation within a. 
405 ; the deterioration of the article by use was not such a loss of 
propel ty by the prosecutor, and the wrongful beneficial use was not 
such a gaiu by the prisoner, ns came within the definition of the 
term u dishonestly ” ms. 24 (3 Mad* H. C. Appx. 6) 

A married woman, who as such is incapable of entering into a legal 
contract, may be convicted under the first clause of the above Section 
if she dishonestly misappropriates, or conveits to her own use, property 
with which she has beeu entrusted. (Reg. v Robson 31 LJ. MO* 
22. L & 0. 93.) But I imagine that she could uot he convicted under 
the latter part of the section, for using the property in violation u of 
any legal contract express or implied ” Bor she could not enter into 
such a contract expressly, and of course none such could be implied* 
Nor can she be indicted for cririiinal breach of trust in respect of her 
husUhnd’s property, since she has a joint possession of it with him* 
(Rulings of Mad. id. C. of 1864 on s. 406.) 

Where a person was entrusted with money to buy coals, ami he 
bought them, and put them into his cart, and oil his way back ab- 
stracted part, delivering the remainder as all that the proaeoutor was 
entitled to, a question arose, whether the prisoner could be said to have 
been entrusted with the pioperty of the prosecutor, so as to satisfy the 
English statute. The conviction was affirmed. Some of tfye Judgea 
held, that the coals being purchased with money given by the prose- 
entor for that express purpose, vested in ium, and were held by the pri- 
’fybpt en trust for him. Others thought that a specific appropriation 
by4e prisoner was necessary to vest the property in the prisoner; hut 
the wifts unauimous, that if such au express appropriation were 
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necessary, it was made out by the facts. (Keg. 0 . Bunkall, 33 L. S, 
MC, 75. L & 0.371.) 

406. Whoever commits criminal breach of trust 
PunUi.ment for s ha\\ \> 0 punished with imprisonment 
trust. of either description for a term which 

may extend to three years, or with fine, or with 
both. 

The two ingredients in the offence of criminal Breach of Trust are 
first, an original trust, and secondly, a dishonest misapplication of the 
trust property. 

A trust has been defined by Lord Coke as “ a confidence reposed 
in some other.” (Cited Lewiu. Trusts, 15.) Therefore where there is 
no original confidence there is no trust, and a misappropriation i£ 
punishable at all, will be so under s. 403. 

** It is a confidence reposed in some other ; not in some other than the 
author of the trust, for a person may convert himself into a trustee, but 
in some other than the cestui qnc trusty or object of the trust ; for a man 
cannot he $aid*tohol<l upon trust tor himself. 3 ’ (Lewm. Ibid.) 

In general there can be no doubt either as to the existence of the 
trust, or the criminal character of the act by which that tiust is violat- 
ed, Where a clerk intcrceptb the money he has received on its way 
to his master ; where a banker sells the securities he has taken into 
deposit from his customer, where a guardian applies to his own use the 
rents he lias collected for his ward, the only difficulty is to prove the 
fact. Sometimes, however, trusts are created silently, by mere im- 
, plication of law, and without even the knowledge of the trustee, so 
that it may be quite a discovery to him when he first learns that he 
is a trustee. Sometimes too the trust is voluntarily created by the 
trustee, and he may fairly think that it is not binding on him any longer 
than he chooses to submit to it. In either of these eases an undoubted 
breach of trust may arise, though it would be very unfair to treat the 
matter as a criminal offence. 

In some cases a trust is raised by implication of law in consequence 
of facts arising after the date of the original transaction. For instance, 
the endorsee, of a bill of exchange is entitled to sue all the partlbs to 
the bill on his own account and without any trust for any other person. 
But if he were paid the amount of the bill by the drawer, this would 
not bar him in his action against the acceptor, though any sum which 
he might receive from the acceptor would be held by him as trustee 
for the drawer who had made the payment. (Jones v, Broadhurst 9 
0. B. 174, 185.) Again, a trust is sometimes implied from a con- 
structive knowledge of facts, of which the trustee is in reality wholly 
ignorant. For instance , if an estate is bound by a mortgage, a charge 
for the benefit of children, a lien for the purchase money, or the like, 
and is transferred without any consideration, then the alienee will be 
' bound by the trust, “ whether he had notice of it or not ; for though 
'be bad no actual notice, yet the Court will imply it against him where 
he paid no oonaUteratiou.” (Lewiu, Trusts, 72 L) And although* 
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purchaser for valuable consideration will only be bound where he lias 
had notice of the trust, still Equity assumes that he has lmd notice, 
if he has been made acquainted with something which ought to have 
led him to search for an instrument, in which the trust was mentioned, 
(Ibid, 224.) Lastly, even with full knowledge of all the facts, it is 
oft§n a very difficult question to decide, whether there is trust or an 
absolute gift. Eor instance, where property is given to a person by 
words which would convey an absolute interest, but phrases are added 
expressive of a wish, hope, or entreaty that the property may be ap- 
plied in*a particular way, it is frequently a very nice matter to decide 
whether such phrases create a binding trust, or may be disregarded 
altogether. (Lewin. Trusts 157) 

I conceive that no universal rule can be laid down, as to whether 
the breach of an implied trust is criminally indictable. Every case 
r will in my opinion resolve itself into a question of fact > did the party 
know that he was in fact holding the property under a trust, and did 
he wilfully violate that trust, intending thereby to defraud. 

The second point which I suggested above, relates to cases where 
a person had by his own act made himself a trustee for*some one else. 
Where this was done for a valuable consideration, as for instance, 
where an insolvent debtor undertook to continue his trade for the benefit 
of his creditors, and to render them an account of his profits, any wilful 
violation of the trust would be as clearly criminal, as if they, had 'put 
him into their Dwn business as agent. But it might be different 
where the trust was a voluntaiy one. Equity will not compel any one 
to make himself a trustee for another without consideration for so do- 
ing, but where he has fully completed the creation of the trust, then 
it treats the property a3 actually changed. As Lord Eldon said m 
such a case, 

te It is clear that this Court will not assist a volunteer ?yot if the act is 
completed, though voluntarily, the Court will act upon it. It has been de- 
cided, that, upon an agreement to transfer stock, this Court will not' inter* 
pose ; but if the party haB declared himself to bo the trustee of the atook, 
it becomes the property of the cestui que trust without more, and the Court 
will act upon it.” (Ex-par te Pye. 18 Ves. 149.) 

On the other hand in another case Sir J. Wigram laid down the 
law^ith gieater caution, saying ; 

* f Tn the case of a formal declaration by the legal or oven bonefieial 
owner of property, declaring himself m terms the trustee of that property 
ior a volunteer, the Court might not be bound to look beyond the mere de- 
claration. If the owner of property having the legal interest iu himself 
were to execute an instrument by which he declared himself a trustee for 
another, and had disclosed that instrument to the cestui que trust, and 
afterwai ds acted upon it, that might perhaps be sufficient.** (Meek v. Kettle- 
well 1 Hare. 470. Gaskell v . Gaskell 2 Y. and J. 502.) 

- I conceive that the principle laid down by Sir. J. Wigram is the only 
one that could be safely acted upon in criminal cases. Suppose a 
merchant intending to provide for his infant child, were to direct his 
MaJcer to open an account m the name of the child, and to transfer a 
of his funds into that account. This would according to de- 

cidfeA to an executed trust. But I conceive that no in- 

, 1 * * 1 
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diclmcnt could be maintained against him, if he got that account can- 
allied in a few. days after, in order to apply the money to his own use 
upon some sudden pressure. Of course it might be very different, 
where the trust had been communicated to the party intended to be 
benefited, so as to lead him to act upon the belief that the property was 
his own- Here again it would be impossible to lay down any general 
rule. Perhaps the nearest appioach to such a rule would be to say, 
that where a party violates a trust to which he has voluntarily sub- 
jected himself, the circumstances must be such as to disclose a moral 
as well as a legal fraud. i 

A bon# t fide claim of title is an answer to a charge of criminal breach 1 
of trust. Where an alleged mortgagee denied the mortgage, it was held 1 
that lie could not be convicted of criminal breach of trust in lespect ^ 
of the title deeds. (2 Bomb. II. C. 133 ) 

The general evidence of an embezzlement consists in proof of the re-* 
ceipt of money, which is not accounted for, or whose receipt is denied. 
Under the former Act 13 of 1850, s. 11, proof ofagross deficiency in 
the accounts of any trustee or public servant was held to be evidence 
of the offence* charged, until explained. But of course no crime would 
have been committed where the trustee took the money, bond juk 
believing that he was entitled to it, or intending really to advance the 
interests of the party entitled, and supposing that his act would be 
ratified when known. 

The fact that the defendant has himself a joint interest in the 
money entrusted to him is no defence, if he fraudulently applies it in 
violation of the terms of the tiust. A member of a friendly society 
was also its paid secretary, and honorary treasurer. He received the 
subscriptions of the members, gave them receipts for tbe full amounts 
paid by them, and punctually discharged all demands on the funds of 
the society. But he made false entries in the account books, and ap- 
plied the difference to his own use. On. the fraud being discovered, 1m 
was called upon for an explanation, when he admitted that he had re- 
ceived the money, an<l said he was willing to l e-pay it by instalments. 
It was held that he was properly convicted. iReg. u. Pioud 31 LJ. 
M. 0. 71. L fcC.07.) 

407. Whoever, being intrusted with property us 
Criminal breach a carrier, wharfingci, or warehousc- 
of trust by earner, keeper, commits criminal breach of 

&0 ' trust in respect of such property, shall 

be punished with imprisonment of either description 
for a term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable to fine- 

• If upon the trial of any person charged with the offence of criminal 
t breach of trust under Section 405 of the Indian Penal Code, or of 
criminal breach of trust as a carrier, wharfinger, or warehouse-keeper 
under Section 407 of the said Code, it shall tic proved that such person 
took the property in question in any such manner as to amount to 
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the offence of theft under Section 378 of the said Code, he shall not 
be entitled to be acquitted, but the Court, or the jury in a ease tried 
by Jury, shall be at liberty to find that such person is not guilty of 
the offence charged, but is guilty of the said offence under the said 
Section 378, and thereupon such person shall be liable to be punished 
in the same manner as if he had been found guilty upon a charge 
under the said Section 378. (Cr. P. 0. s. 56, & see s. 423.) In 
trials before the High Court the indictment should be amended . (Act 
XVlllof 1862, s. 2.) 

L 48 , Whoever, being a clerk or servant, or cm 

Criminal breach P lo y ed as a cleric or servant, and bo- 
of trust by a ciert ing in any manner entrusted in such 
or servant. capacity with property, or with any 

^dominion over property, commits criminal breach of 
trust in respect of that property, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
. which may extend to seven years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 

Where the prisoner, the cashier and collector of a manufacturing 
firm, had in addition to bis salary a per-centage on the profits, but 
was not liable to the losses of the concern, and had no control over the 
management of the business, it was contended after conviction, that 
lie was not a servant but a partner. But the Court held, that even 
if the above facts constituted him a partner as regards the public, he 
was clearly only a servant as regarded his employers, and the conviction 
was affirmed. (Reg. v. Macdonald 31 U MC 67. L 0, 85.) 

Where, however, a committee of the members of two friendly socie- 
ties was formed for the purpose of organising a pleasure excursion, aud 
the prisoner, who was one of the committee, was entrusted with tickets 
to sell, but received no remuneration for his services ; it was held that 
an indictment which chaiged him, a3 the servant of the other members 
of the committee, with embezzlement, was bad, (Reg. v . Bren. 38 
LJ. MC. 59, L. & C, 346.) But in such a case the prisoner might ba 
indicted under s. 405 though not under s. 408. And so it was held 
in the case of a person who was employed to get orders for goods, and 
to receive payment for them, but who was paid by a commission on 
the goods sold, and was at liberty to get the orders, and receive the 
money where and when he thought proper, (Rea:, v . Bowers. I LR. 
CC. 41.) 

Where the defendant wds a cleik or servant, and was as such entrust- 
ed with propei ty, a conviction under this section could be supported, 
although H was no part of lus duty to take charge of the propcity, and 
although he might have jefused to have any thing to do with it. (tteg. 
w. Has tic, 32 LJ. MC. 63, L & C, 2 69.) For instance, if an 
officer were to employ his dressing-boy to draw his pay, and disburse 
his bills nut of it, this is a responsibility beyond the range of such a 
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beivant’s duty, which he might fairly decline to accept. But if he ao 
eepted it, he would be liable under s. 408 for breach of trust. 


If upon the trial of any person charged with the offence of criminal 
breach of trust as a clerk or servant under Section 40S of the Indian 
Penal Code, it shall be proved that such person took the property in 
question in any such manner as to amount to the offence of theft 
under Section 378 of the said Code, or the offence of theft as a clerk 
or servant of property in possession of his master under Section 381 
of the said Code, he shall not be entitled to be acquitted, but the 
Court, or the Jury in a case tried by Jury, shall be at liberty to find 
that such person is not guilty of the offence charged, but is guilty of 
the said offence under the said Section 378 or Section 381 as the case 
may be, and thereupon such person shall be liable to be punished in 
tjie same manner as if he had been found guilty upon a charge under 
such section, (Cr. P. C* s. 57, and see s. 423.) In trials before the , 
High Court the indictment should be amended. (Act XVlII-of 
1862, s. 3.) 


40.9 „ Whoever, being in any manner entrusted 
* with propert} r , or with any dominion 

of trust n S public over property, in Ins capacity of a pub- 
hervant, or by lie servant or in the way of his busi- 
ness as a banker, merchant, factor, 
& broker, attorney, or agent, commits 

criminal breach of trust in respect of that property, 
shall bo punished with transportation for life, or with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to ten years, and shall also be liable to 
fin,e. 


To constitute an offence under this Section, the property entrusted 
to a public servant must be property "which as a public servant ha 
was authorised to receive. Therefore where village officers who were 
only authorised to receive money in discharge of the public revenue, 
received grain from the ryots, agreeing by a private arrangement to 
treat it as so much money, it was held that they could not be #on^ 
victed under s. 409. (4 Mad. H. C. Appx, 32.) And so if title deeds 
were deposited with an attorney, or jewels with a broker, not in their 
professional capacity, but as friends of the owner, for safe custody, 
their misappropriation of them would be punishable under s- 406, 
but not under s. 409. 


OF THE RECEIVING OF STOLEN PROPERTY. 


410. Property the possession whereof has been 
Stolen property, transferred by theft, or by extortion, 
or by robbery, and property which has 
been criminally misappropriated, or in respect of 
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which the offence of criminal breach of trust has been 
committed, is designated as <e stolen property.” But 
if such property subsequently comes into the posses- 
sion of a person legally entitled to the possession 
thereof, it then ceases to be stolen property, 

411. Whoever dishonestly receives or retains any 
DiBfconeatiy «. stolen property, knowing or having 
ceiving stolen pro- reason to believe the same to be stolen 
psrty - property, shall be punished with im- 

prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to three years, or with fine, or with both. 

* Whipping may be inflicted in lieu of the above punishment, (Act 
VI of 1864, s. 2) and upon a second conviction, whipping may be 
inflicted in lieu of or in addition to the punishment, (s. 3 ) 

In indictments under this section, the first requisite will be to show 
that the pioperty was cc stolen, 33 within the terms of.s. 410. This 
must be proved by exactly the same evidence as would be requisite 
if the principal offender were on his trial. Nor can the conviction of 
such principal be used against the receiver as evidence of the crime 
having been committed, for he was no party to it, and had no power 
to cross-examine the witnesses, (1. Buss, *76) and it would still be 
perfectly competent to him to prove the innocence of the convicted 
thief. (Fost. 365.) And so 

“ Where two persons were indicted together, one for stealing and the other 
for receiving, and the principal pleaded guilty, Wood, B. refused to allow the 
plea of guilty to establish the fact of the stealing by the principal aB against 
the receiver ” (1 Russ. 76.) 

Not only must it be shown that the property was originally “ stolen 
property,” but also that it continued in that state at the time of the 
receipt. In one case, goods had been stolen, and when the thief was 
detected they were taken from him, and then restored by the owner’s 
consent, that he might sell them to a person who had been in the habit 
of buying hiB booty. When the latter was indicted as a receiver, it 
wasTheld that he could not be convicted, inasmuch as at the time of 
the receipt the goods were not stolen goods. (Reg. v* Dolan. 24 LJ. 
MC. 59. Dears. 436. see Reg. v . Schmidt. 1 LR. CC, 15.) 

So also, the goods received must be the identical goods which were 
stolen, and not something for which they had been sold or exchanged. 
Where A stole six notes for £100, and changed them into notes for 
£20, some of which he gave to B, it was ruled that B could not be 
convicted of receiving, as he had not received the notes which were 
stolen. (Arch 373.) 

s Again, there must be a receipt of the goods. This is in general 
$W#oiently proved by showing that they are in the possession of the 
. But this cannot belaid down as a universal rule. It would 
mdfrte* open tq him tp show that he was not aware of their being 
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there, or that the place of their deposit was one to which others had 
as free access a9 himself. (See ante, p. 269.) And though there be 
proof of a criminal intent to leceive, and a knowledge that the goods 
were stolen, if the exclusive possession still remain in the thief, a con- 
viction for receiving cannot be sustained. For instance, if a jeweller 
were apprehended m the act of bargaining with a thief for a stolen 
watch, the offence would not be complete till the puichase was con- 
cluded, But the actual manual possession or touch o£ the goods by 
the defendant is not necessary to the completion of the offence of re- 
ceiving* It is sufficient if they are in the actual possession of a person 
over whom he has control, so that they would be forthcoming if lie 
ordeied it. (Arch. 372.) And where the prisoner had received the 
property knowing it to be stolen, whether for the purpose of assisting 
the thief, or for the purpose of concealment, it is equally a crime, al- 
though he gams no profit or advantage by the receipt. (2 Buss. 554.) 

There may be a receipt by subsequent ratification of the act of 
another. A wife in the absence of her husband, and without his 
knowledge, received stolen goods and paid money on accouut of them. 
The thief and*the husband aftei wards met. The latter then learnt that 
the goods were stolen, and he agreed on the price which was to be 
paid for them, and paid the balance. It was held that the receipt by 
him was complete from the time when he ratified and approved of his 
wife’s act, having a guilty knowledge. (Reg- v. Woodward. 31 LJ. 
M. C. 91. L & C. 122. 

Lastly, and chiefly, a guilty knowledge must be shown. Mere recant 
possession of the stolen property is not alone sufficient, as such pos- 
session (where it proves any thing) is in general evidence of stealing 
and not of receiving. (2 Buss. 555, 3 Russ. 667, see ante, p, 269.) 
This knowledge may be proved by the evidence of the principal felon, 
produced as a witness for the crown, (his confession would not be any 
evidence.) (Arch. 207,) or circumstantially, as by showing that the de- 
fendant bought them very much under their value, or denied being 
in possession of them, or the like. So also instances of receiving other 
goods, stolen from the same person, by the same thief are admissible, 
as it is very unlikely that a succession of such transactions could be 
carried on without suspicion being raised. (Arch. 872*) But^this 
latter sort of proof is not to be* extended. Accordingly where evi- 
dence was offered that the prisoner had received different articles, 
stolen from different owners, at different times, by different thieves, 
it was decided that it was not admissible. The presumption would 
be too weak to be of any value ; probably evidence of the same sort 
might be adduced against every tradesman who purchases second 
hand goods. (Arch. 193,) 

It will be observed that s. 411 uses the words haoinp reason to be* 
Ueve the same to be stolen property. This goes beyond the former 
law, which required actual knowledge* (per Scotland, C* J. Keg* a* 
'Veeree. Madras Sessions, April 26, 1862,) 

And therefore where goods are received by another under circum* 
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stances of such equivocal character, as ought to have aroused the sus- 
picions of an honest man, the jury would be authorised in convicting* 

Under the law both of England and Scotland, 

« A wife cannot be indicted for receiving or concealing the stolen goods 
"brought m by her husband, unless she make trade of the crime, and hiu* 
taken a part in disposing of the stolen goods.* [Alison Crum L.33S. Ucg, 0 . 
Wardroper, 20 LJ. MC. 116 Bell. 249.) 

There is nothing in this Code to protect the wife under such circum- 
stances, (see ante p. 48), but I conceive it would require very stiong 
evidence of actual participation in the crime to render a conviction 
against the wife satisfactory, since her subordinate position in the 
house makes the meie presence of the goods no evidence whatever 
against her. 

A husband may be convicted of receiving from his wife* (Reg. v. 
McAthey, 32 LJ. MC. 35. L & 0. 250 ), As to whether a person 
may be convicted of receiving the husband’s property from the wife. 
See ante , p. 264. 

412. Whoever dishonestly receives^ or retains 

any stolen property, the possession 
c eSing 011 property whereof he knows or has reason to 
stolen B in the com- believe to have been transferred by the 
coity. on ° f a da " commission of dacoity, or dishonestly 
receives from a person whom heknows 
or has reason to believe to belong, oritohavebelonged 
to a gang of dacoits, property which he knows or has 
reason to believe to have been stolen, shall bo punish- 
ed with transportation for life, or with rigorous 
imprisonment for a term which may extend to ten 
years, -and shall also be liable to fine. 

See Act VI of 1864. ss. 2 and 3. ante, p. 290, 

This section relates to criminals other than the original dacoits, and 
though it is prudent to add a count framed under it against those who 
are found in possession of the property, no additional penalty can be 
inflicted under it upon prisoners who are already convicted under s. 
391. 

“ It baa been frequently ruled by the Bengal High Court that, where stolen 
property is found in the possession of dacoits, the offence of tl knowingly 
having m possession* is to be considered as included in the original one of 
dacoity, unless theie are circumstances which clearly separate the one crime 
from the other — length of time, or distance for example.” (1 W% ft. 0. 0. 48.) 

413. Whoever habitually receives or deals in 

Habitually deal- property which he knows or has reason 

Sj*gji» atohupro- to believe to be stolen property, shall 
***” be punished with transportation for 

imprisonment of either description for a 

1 >*Wt' * 
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term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 
he liable to fine. 

Upon a second conviction for this offence, whipping may be inflicted 
in addition to the above punishment. (Act VI of 18B4, s. 4.) 

It is difficult to say what sort of evidence will be admissible, and 
sufficient to procure a conviction under this section. At the very 
least two acts of receiving or dealing in stolen property must be proved 
or presumed. And these acts must be at some little distance of time, 1 
otherwise they could not be taken as establishing an habit. Where a 
man had been several times actually convicted, this would of course be 
sufficient, and the previous convictions would be the best evidence 
against him, since having been himself a party, he could not dispute 
them. Previous convictions need not be proved by production ot the 
record. It is sufficient if the fact be certified by the clerk of the Court, m 
or other officer having the custody of the records of the Court wheie 
the conviction took place, or his deputy, (Act XV of 1862, s. 9.) 
Where there have been no convictions, the acts which are relied on as 
evidencing a habit must in general be proved, just as if each weie 
the subject of*a separate indictment. Sometimes this might not be 
absolutely necessary. If it could be shown that a man kept a shop 
which was frequented by persons who were, and who must have, been 
known by him to be thieves ; if the nature of the goods which he 
purchased, the price which he paid, the precautions with which the 
goods were bought, kept or disposed of ; the contrivances employed in 
ihe premises for concealment, for rapid exit, and for preventing en- 
trance, and other similar circumstances gave strong evidence. of a 
general nature of the trade pursued, even a single instance of receiving 1 
brought home for the first time might be sufficient to warrant a con* 
viction* 'But it would always be necessary to watch such evidence 
very narrowly. 

414. Whoever voluntarily assists in concealing or 

Assisting iu con- dis P osin g of or making away with 
ceatmect of stolen property which he knows or has roa- 
property. gon ] oe ^ eve to b e stolen property, 

shall be punished with imprisonment of either* de- 
scription for a term which may extend to three years, 
or with fine, or with both. 

I imagine that this section is intended to apply to cases where there 
has not been such a possession as would support an indictment against 
the party, as a receiver, under s. 411. Where there has been such a 
possession, the offence of receiving will be complete 

n Eveu though the goods be retained for the shortest time, or though the 
object be not permanent possession, bub temporary concealment.” (Alison 
Cnm." L. p. 335.} 

OF CHEATING. 

415, Whoever, by deceiving any person, tVaudu- 



CHEATING. 


lentlv or dishonestly induces the person 
so deceived to deliver any property to 
any person, or to consent that any person shall retain 
any property, or intentionally induces the person so 
deceived to do or omit to do any thing which he 
would not do or omit if he were not so deceived, and 
which act or omission causes or is likely to cause da- 
mage or harm to that person in body, mind, reputa- 
tion, or property, is said to “ cheat.” 

Explanation . — A dishonest concealment of facts is 
a deception within the meaning of this Section. 

Illustrations, 

(а) A, by falsely pretending to be in the Civil Service, intentionally 
deceives Z, apd thus dishonestly induces Z to let him have on credit 
goods for which he doss not mean to pay. A cheats. 

(б) A, by putting a counterfeit mark on an article, iiftentionally do* 
ceives Z into a belief that this article was made by a certain celebrated 
manufacturer, and thus dishonestly induces Z to buy and pay for the 
article. A cheats. 

(c) A, by exhibiting to Z a false sample of an article, intentionally 
deceives Z into believing that the article corresponds with the sample, 
and thereby dishonestly induces Z to buy and pay for the article. A 
cheats. 

(tf) A, by tendering in payment for an article, a bill on a house with 
which A keeps no money, and by which A expects that the bill will be 
dishonored, intentionally deceives Z, and thereby dishonestly induces 
Z to deliver the article, intending not to pay for it. A cheats. 

(<0 A, by pledging as diamonds articles which he knows are not dia- 
monds, intentionally deceives Z, and thereby dishonestly induces Z to 
lend money. A cheats. 

if) A intentionally deceives Z into a belief that A means to repay 
any money that Z may hnd to him, and thereby dishonestly induces 
Z to lend him money, A not intending to repay it. A cheats. 

(5) A intentionally deceives Z into a belief that A means to deliver 
to Z a certain quantity of indigo plant which he does not intend to deli- 
ver, and there by dishonestly induces Z to advance money upon the faith 
of such delivery A cheats ; but if A, at the time of obtaining the 
money, intends to deliver the indigo plant, and afterwards breaks his 
contract and does not deliver it, he does not cheat, but is liable only 
to a civil action for breach of contract, 

[A) A intentionally deceives Z into a belief that A has performed 
A’s part of a contract mad e with Z, which he has not performed, and 
thereby dishonestly induces Z to pay money. A cheats* 

(i) A sells and conveys an estate to B. A knowing that in conse* 
cj&pnce of such sale he has no right to the property, sells or mortgages 
fe^4ame to Z, without disclosing the fact of the previous sale anacoti* 
Mid receives the purchase or mortgage money from Z» 
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416. A person is said to “ cheat by personation,” 

cheat by petatm- if he cheats by pretending to be some 
ation - other person, or by knowingly substi- 

tuting one person for another, or representing that 
he or any other person is a person other than he or 
such other person really is. 

Explanation — The offence is committed whether 
the individual personated is a real or imagniarv 
person. 

Illustrations . 

(а) A cheats by protending to be a certain neb banker of the same 
name. A cheats by peisonation. 

(б) A cheats by pretending to be B, a person who is deceased. A 1 
cheats by personation- 

417. Whoever cheats shall ho punished with im- 

prisonment of either description for a 
aJgr* ftr term which may extend to one year, 
or with fine, or with both. 

Where several false statements are made, which result in a person 
being cheated, it is no objection that some of them aie not legally in- 
dictable, if there is any one which is criminal and by means of which 
the property was obtained. (Keg. d. Jennison, 31 LJ. MC. 14G, L 
& C. 157.) 

Under the English law a false statement as to a future fact did not 
constitute the offence of cheating- Therefore* a pretence that the party 
wonld do an act whidh he did not mean to do, as for instance, a pre- 
tence that he would pay for goods on delivery, was not indictable. 
(Arch. 406.) And so it was laid down in Scotland that, a the most 
extensive fraud committed by merely ordering goods on credit, anil 
not paying for them, without any false representation, did not fall 
uuder this species of crime.” (Alison Cnm. L. 362.) This is not 
the case under the present Code, as appear from illustrations (f ) and 
(<y) in both of which a false pretence as to an intention is held to con- 
stitute the crime. This may create a gieat deal of dithculty Wherever 
a contract is entered into, each party leads the other to believe that lie 
intends to perform his own pint. If he subsequently fails, there will 
be nothing to prevent an indictment being laid under this section, and 
the only question will be, whether at the time of making the contract 
he intended to carry it out. In my opinion, the only safe rule to lay 
down will he T that mere breach of contract is not even primd facie evi- 
dence of an original fraudulent intention- (Affirmed by the Madras 
High Court, Cr. V. 00 of 1863 ) It will lie upon the prosecution to 
establish this intention affirmatively, as for instance, in the case of a 
borrower, that he was hopelessly insolvent when he contracted the 
baa, and had no expectation of being able to repay it, (See Kx p. 
Ba^tey, 3 LR, Ch, 244.) In the case of a contract to deliver goods, 
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that the person never had the means to deliver them, and never look 
any steps to procure them. It must be recollected, that where an act 
is in itself innocent, but may become unlawful by being done with a 
particular intention, or under particular circumstances, the presumption 
of innocence prevails till the tacts which destroy it are proved. (See 
ante, pp. 69. 119.) 

A very common difficulty that arises on indictments for cheating is 
where the false statement is made in the progress of a sale. Sellers 
are so apt to ascribe an extravagant value, and fictitious qualities to 
their own wares, that almost every purchase might form the subject 
of an indictment, if praises of an article, which turn out to be false, 
could be charged as a crime. On the other hand, if a man gets my 
money by professing to give me one article, when he really gives me 
another, as in the case of the wooden nutmegs which Yankee pedlars 
are said to vend, this is as heinous a fraud as any which we have men- 
tioned. The difficulty is to draw the line. In England, the lule seems 
to be that no misrepresentation is sufficient, unless it is a false state- 
ment of a definite fact, which forms the substance of the contract. 

Por instance, where the prisoner induced a pawnbroker to advance 
him money upon some spoons, which he represented as silver-plated 
spoons, which had as much silver on them as ct Elkington’s A,” (a 
kuown class of plated spoons) and that the foundations were of the best 
material; the spoons were plated with silver, but were, to the prison- 
er’s knowledge, of very inferior quality, and not worth the money ad- 
vanced upon them ; — it was held that the conviction was bad. Lord 
Campbell; C. J. said, 

“Here the statement made by the prisoner resolves itself into a more re- 
presentation of the quality of the things sold. We must also bear in mind 
that the articles sold were of the species which they were represented to bo, 
because they were spoons with silvei on them, and the purchaser obtained 
those spoons, though the quality was nob what it was represented to be. 
Now it seems that it never could have been the intention of the legislature 
to mate it an indictable offence for the seller to exaggerate the quality of 
the goods he was selliug, any more than it would be an indictable offence 
for the purchaser during the bargain to depreciate their quality, and to say 
that they were not equal to what they really were, and so to induce the seller 
to part with the goods at a lower price.” 

Lastly, we may quote the observations of Erie, J. who said, 


° Looking at all the cases we have been considering, those that have been 
the subject of the greatest comment seem to me to fall within the principle, 
that where the substance of the contract is falsely represented, and by reason 
of that the money is obtained, the indictment is good. "Whore the ring waft 
sold, as in the Queen u Ball, and the chain, as in the Queen v. Koobuck, it 
was to be a silver ring and a silver chain, Silver was of the’subatanoe of lie 
contract. In the Queen v . Abbott the substance of that contract waa not 


cheese of any quality, but a cheese of the particular quality shown by the 
taster. In the Queen v. K enrich, the fact that brought that case within the 
definition was, that the man asserted that the horses had been the property 
of a lady, deceased, were now the property of her sister, and had never be-* 
longed to a horse-dealer, and were quiet to drive. The purchaser wanted the 
fegiesfor a lady of his family, and the cssoacc of that ponti act was, that 
wpre horses which had been the property of a lady, who had driven 
false assertion of an existing fact. This appears to me not 
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Ihe refinements developed in some of the English cases are attacked 
with much vigour by the learned editor of Russell, and Ins ternaries, (» 
Russ. 665 n.) apply with still greater force to the Indian law. He says, 
One error in some cases seems to have been to consider the- pre- 
tence apart from the finding of the juiy that it was made with intent 
to defraud. One man may extol an article innocently, and another 
fraudulently, ill similar terms, but the latter alone is within the statute.” 

“ As to the distinction between a representation that articles are 
better m point of quality, and a representation that they aie entirely dif- 
ferent from what they really are, there is nothing in the statute which 
warrants any such distinction. What the statute requires is, that there 
shall be a false pietence. (By s. 415 “ a deceiving”) Then is a represen- 
tation as to quality a pretence? Possibly where such a representation 
is made on thg mere inspection of an article, it may be rather a matter 
of opinion than a pretence. But where it is made with a full know- 
ledge of the quality of the article, it is not opinion (for opinion must 
cease when knowledge exists) but an affirmation of a known fact • in 
other words a pretence.” 5 

“ A- 3 |° reraaik, that if extolling goods be within the statute, 
depreciating them must be so also ; the answer is, that if a person were 
to induce an owner to part with his property by falsely representing it 
as of inferior value, the case would clearly be within the statute, if the 
representation were made with intent to defraud. Suppose a veterin- 
ary surgeon represented that a valuable raee-horse had a fatal disease, 
when he well knew that it had not, and by that means obtained it at 
the price of a useless horse, with intent to defraud the owner ; the case 
would clearly be within the statute.” 

A passenger by railway, travelling in a carriage of a higher class 
than that for which he has paid is not guilty of cheating under the 
Penal Code, but is indictable under the Railway Act XVIII of 1854, 
s. 3. (1 Bomb. H. C. 140.) , ’ 

The Penal Code goes beyond the English law not only as to the 
nature of the pretence but also as to its object. By English law the 
object must be to obtain goods, money or some valuable security. 
But under s. 415 the offence is completed, if the prosecutor has been 
induced to alter his position in any way which may cause him damage 
or harm in body, mind, reputation, or property. Eor instance, it has 
been held in Bengal that to induce a high caste man fo marry a low 
caste woman, by pretending that she was of higher caste, is cheating by 
personation withm the meaning of s. 416. (3 R. C. C. CR. 82.) If a 
person by pretending to be a lawyer were to induce another to entrust 
a suit to his management, that would be indictable under the Code, 
even although no fee was received, but it would be no offence in 
R e gbtt d. In a recent case, Pollock, C. B. expressed hie opinion tlmt 
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the statute “ was not intended to control commerce by indictments for 
obtaining money under false pretences, unless wluue the matter realiv 
aud wholly was a piece of swindling ; and that it was never meant to 
apply where there was merely some baud committed in the course of 
a commercial transaction.” (lleg. v. Evans. 32 LJ. MO. 40. L & 0. 
25&.) But under the Code, if in the course of a genuine mercantile 
transaction one party were by a false statement to lead the other to 
incur some loss, or risk of loss, an indictable offence would have 
teen committed. And, even under English law, Willes, J. recently said ; 
<c since the cases of lteg. v . Abbot (1 Den. 273.) and Keg* v. Bmgoii, 
(D & B. 11) it is impossible to contend seuously that the case is not 
within the statute because the chattel is obtained under a contract 
induced by a false pretence. (Reg. o. Martin 1 L It GO. Cl.) 

It is not necessary that the pretence should be in words ; the con- 
duct and acta of the party will be sufficient without any verbal repre- 
sentation- Thus, if a party obtain goods from another, upon giving 
him in payment his cheque upon a banker, with whom in fact he has 
no account, tuls is a false pretence within the meaning of the Act. And 
similarly where a man assumed the name of another, whom money 
was required to be paid by a genuine instrument. So, where a person 
at Oxford, who was not a member of the university, went, for the pur- 
pose of fraudulently obtaining credit, wearing a commoner’s gown tfnd 
cap, and obtained goods, this was held a sufficient false pretence, though 
nothing passed in words. (Arch. 405-6.) 

Again, the money must have been obtained, or the change of conduct 
must have been brought about by means of the false pretence. And 
therefore, as laid down above by Erie, J,, the statement must be as to 
something which is of the substance of the contract; for if it were a 
mere unimportant and irrelevant assertion, it could not be assumed 
that it had been an opeiating inducement. So also the statement 
must have been believed, otheiwise it clearly could not have had any 
weight with the party to whom it was addressed. In a recent case it 
appeared that the prisoner had knowingly over-stated the amount of 
work he had done, with a view to get more than his proper amount of 
wages. The prosecutor paid him the money, knowing his statement to 
be ^untrue. On appeal Cockburn, C. J. said, 

' “The conviction cannot be supported. Here the prosecutor knew that 
the pietence was false. The question in this ca^e is, what is the motive 
operating on the mind of the prosecutor to induce him to make tbit pay- 
me nt t If it is a belief m the prisoner’s false statement, the offence of ob- 
taining money under false pretences is made out ; but it is not so, if, as in 
this case, the motive be a ruere desire to entrap the prisoner without such 
belief,” (Reg. v. Mills 2G LJ. MC. 79. D & B, 205.) 

Lastly, the false pretence mu3t be used with a view to defraud* This 
will in general be assumed from the fact that a fraud was effected. 
On the other band, a case might be imagined where iteould be shown 
that the party merely intended a practical joke, or had some collateral 
object ^in view, but no intention of cheating any cue* In one case the 
fi&wing curious state of facts appeared. The prosecutor owed tike 
pnshmer’s master a sum of money, of which the latter could not obtain 
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payment, ami (be prisoner, in order to secure to his master the means 
of paying himself, had gone to the prosecutors wife m his absence, and 
told her that las master had brought of her husband two sacks of malt, 
and had sent him to fetch them away, upon winch she delivered them 
up. Coleridge, J. told the Jury, 

“ Although primd facte, every onemust be taken to have iu tended the 
natural consequent of bio own act, yet if, in this case, you are satisfied that 
the prisoner did not lutend to defraud the prosecutor, but only to put it m his 
master’s power to compel him to pay a just debt, it will be your duty fco find 
him not guilty. It is not sufficient that the prisoner knowingly Btated that 
which was false, and thereby obtained the malt You must be satisfied that 
the prisoner at the time iutended to defraud the prosecutor.’* (2 Buss. 688.) 

Tin § dictum was a good deal lelied on in a case at Madras, the 
Queen u. Longhuist. There thr prisoner had confessed the fact that 
he had introduced an overcharge for coolies, and obtained money there- 
by. He attempted however to set up as a defence, that he had paid * 
certain money out of lusovvn pocket on a contract for goods supplied 
to the Railway Company — that through a mistake in his accounts he 
had omitted to chaige it at the pioper time, and that afterwards, being 
afraid of incurnng blame for this irregularity, he had adopted this 
indirect way oTiLumbuising himself. Hence no fraud was practised 
upon his employeis, the only lesult of the false pretence being, that 
they had paid money for one thing which was really due foi another. 
BilUestou, J. refused to receive the evidence, on the giound that it 
could form no defence. On t he above case being cited, he distinguish 
edit on two grounds. Fust, that m the case quoted, the debt was 
admitted to be a just one, whereas here it had never been even bioughl 
to the knowledge of the Railway Company. Secondly, that in the 
former case it did not appear that the piisoner ovenutended to deprive 
the owner permanently of his malt, but merely to detain it temporari- 
ly, as a means of putting the screw upon him, to make him pay. (Beg. 
v. Longburst. 4th Sessions, 1858.) The latter, I conceive to be the 
true ground. t * 

In a more recent case the defendant was indicted for obtaining a 
carriage from the prosecutor by false pretence. He admitted the fact, 
but said that the prosecutor owed him money, and that he got the 
carriage in order to compel payment. Bittleston, J. in charging the 
jury, said, • 

<( I advise you not fco convict unless you .up satisfied that the prisoner 
obtained the property intending absolutely to apply it to his own use. If 
you think ho did not obtain it with the intention of keeping it, but of put- 
ting a screw upon the prosecutor to make hun pay the money due by him, 
then I think ho hia not guilty of the offence. The prosecutor admits that 
there was a debt due, and there is evidence of an aibitration between them 
as to a money dispute. If you think it was merely a trick resorted to for the 
purpose of pressure, then I recommend you to acquit. It is veiy dangerous 
to convict upon a criminal charge, where the case comes merely to a matter 
of civil dispute.*’ (Reg, v. Sheik Ahmed. 4th Sessions, 1860, Madras.) 

* Jt will be remembered that the above indictments were under the old 
kw« I am however inclined to think that all such cases would come 
vwukr. a* 415, The offence under this section consists of cheating a 
P<Wfi into delivery of the property, and the mode in which it was 
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intended to use it, or the length of time during which it was to be 
kept, seem to me to be immaterial* It was different under the English 
statute. There the crime consisted in obtaining the article by false 
pretences “ with intent to cheat or defraud any person of the same.” 
‘It might fairly be said that there was no such intention if the pos- 
session of the article was not to be permanent, and if no loss in respect 
of it was ever to be inflicted upon the owner. Under the present Oodo 
the test is the honesty of the means by which the change of pos- 
session was effected, not the object which the accused had in view* 
'Even in England it is no defence to a charge of cheating that the pri- 
soner when he got the goods into his possession by the false pretence 
intended to pay for them, whenever it should be in his power to do 
so. (Reg. v. Naylor, 1 LR. CC. 4.) 

Where the question is, whether a defendant made the false state- 
' anent with an intention to cheat, evidence that he had made similar 
false statements a short time previously, and obtained money by them, 
-was held to be inadmissible, (Reg. v. Halt. 30 LJ. MC. ll/lWil 380.) 

A. fraudulent intent is necessary. Theiefore, where a person who 
liad agreed to sell land, set out to rcgistei the conveyance, but fell 
ill on the way, and sent on another peison, who had tlufdeed register- 
ed in his name, by personating him, it was held that the defendant 
had committed an offence under s. 93 of Act XX of 186(5, but not 
under s. 419. (2 B. A. Or. 25.) 


The offence of cheating can only be tried by the Court within 
whose jurisdiction the cheat took place. It cannot be tried by any 
’Court into whose jurisdiction the property fraudulently obtained has 
been brought. (Reg. v . Stanbury 31 LJ* MC. 88. L & C. 188. 


418. Whoever cheats, with the knowledge that 
he is likely thereby to cause wrongful 
loss to a person whose interest in the 
transaction to which the cheating re- 
lates, he was bound, either by law, or 
by a legal contract, to protect, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of citllor 
description for a term which may ex- 
tend to three years, or with fine, or with both. 


Cheating with 
knowledge that 
wrongful loss may 
be thereby cansed 
*to a person whose 
interest the offen- 
der ib bound to 
protect. 


This section would apply to cases of cheating by a guardian, trustee, soli- 
tarwaad m MaUbar ^ Manager of a Hmdo ° family, or the Karnaven of a 


419. Whoever, cheats by personation shall bo 

Punishment ft* P unish ®d imprisonment of either 
cheating by per- description for a term which may ox- 
, * c nd to three years, or with fine, or 
to both. 

* ^^VjL « 

$Jftwevor cheats and thereby dishonestly in- 
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duces the persondoce ived to deliver 
an y property to any person, or to 
a di'hvury 0 £ pro- make, alter, or destroy the whole or 
,M, ' rly * any part of a valuable security, or any 

thingwhich is signed' or sealed, and which is capable 
of being converted into a valuable security, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 


OF FRAUDULENT DEEDS AND DISPOSITIONS OF PROPERTY. 

421. Wh oever dishon ostly or fraudulently removes, ( 
Dishonest orfrau- conceals, or delivers to any person, or* 
Anient, removal or transfers or causes to be transferred to 

iiert^^'prev/nt an 7 person, without adequate considor- 
tiistri bntion am*ng ati on, any property, intending thereby 
utnaoro ^o prevent, or knowing it to ho likely 

that ho will thereby prevent, the distribution of that 
property according to law among his creditors or the 
creditors of any other person, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

422. Whoever dishonestly or fraudulently pre- 

vents any debt or demand, due to him- 
{ra®duZti? y p,e- self or to a ?y other person, from being 
ventinjt from being made available according to law for 

iriacreArtoisAdibt payment of his debts or the debts of 
or domain! <U\u to g U ch other person, shall be punished 

the offender. *,v - • , ,1 1 i 

with imprisonment ot either descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to two years* or 
with fine, or with both. 

It is difficult to see the distinction between these sections and ss. 
200-208. (See ante p. 152.) The words in s< 421 which refer to 
the 4< distribution of property according to law among creditors,” seem 
to relate to the procedure in insolvency, which is the only case in 
which property is so distributed- Their effect may be to render crimi- 
nal what is known in bankruptcy by the term fraudulent preference. 
The policy of the bankrupt and insolvent laws is to insure to every 
creditor a proportional share of his debtor’s estate. Therefore. 

** Prma facie, a trader who, on the cve of bankruptcy, hands ovm 
ioa creditor assets which ought to be rateably distributed annum ail 
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his creditors, must be taken to have acted in fraud of the law. But if 
circumstances exist which tend to explain and give a different charac- 
ter to the transaction, and to show that the debtor acted from a dif- 
ferent motive, these circumstances must be left to the jury, who should 
be told that unless they come to the conclusion that the debtor had the 
intention of defeating the law, and preventing the due distribution of 
hir assets, by preferring one creditor at the expense of the rest, the 
transaction will stand good in law. (Per (Jockburu, CJ, Bills v* 
Smith. 34 I J. QB. 68. 73.) 

In that case the insolvent had repaid a considerable sum of money 
when hopelessly embarrassed, but it was found that he did so, not from 
any fraudulent intention, but merely in pursuance of a previous under- 
taking to pay on that day. The Court pointed out that the absence of 
pressure by the creditor, was only material as raising a presumption of 
• fraudulent intention. But that that piesumption might be equally re- 
butted by any other circumstances, which tended to show that the de- 
sire to give a fraudulent prefeience was not the motive operating upon 
the debtor in handing over Ins assets to the particular eieditor. 

Accordingly Sir Mordaunt Wells is reported to have ^ud at the sit- 
ting of the Calcutta Insolvent Court on the 11th January 1862, that 
before going into the business of the day, there was a matter of great 
importance which he wished to aunounce publicly. As that was the 
first Insolvent Court day held after the passing of the Penal Code, 
and as it might imt be generally known that there were two Sections 
in the Code which would materially affect parties who came into that 
Court for protection after making over their property to their relations 
or friends, he thought it right to state the course he intended to take 
in respect to such eases in future, armed as he was with the power 
vested by the new law. The Sections were 421 and 423 introduced 
into the Penal Code, and he was quite certain that if those Sections 
were properly worked, they would tend most materially to stnke at 
the root of the benamee system — and he considered it his duty lo 
state thus publicly the course he intended to take with reference to 
those Sections. He then read Sections 421 and 423, and proceeded! 
to observe, that it was his intention in every benamee transaction in 
which he was satisfied that it was a benamee transaction, and done with 
a viw to defeat the creditors in getting at the property, to direct tbo 
parties to be prosecuted before the magistrate, not only the insolvent 
but the parties connected with such transactions. 


423. 


Whoever dishonestly or fraudulently signs, 
executes, or becomes a party to any 
deed or instrument which purports to 
transfer or subject to any charge any 
property, or any interest therein, and 
, which contains any false statement re- 

l&gg to the consideration for such transfer or charge, 

" «£ti©g to, the person or persons for whose use or 

v 1 -'.O'l' * 1 


Dishonest or frau- 
dulent execution of 
deed of transfer 
containing a false 
statement of con- 
juration. 
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benefit it is really intended to operate, shall be pun- 
ished with imprisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to two years, or with fine, 
or with both. 

Two ingredients are required to make up the offence in this section, 
hirst, a fraudulent intention, and secondly, a false statement as to the 
consideration for the document or the person in whose favour it is to 
operate. The mere fact than an assignment has been taken in the 
name of a person not really interested, will not be sufficient. Such, 
transactions, known in Bengal as Menamee transactions (see 6 M. 1. 

A. 53 ) have nothing necessarily fraudulent. But if a debtor were' to 
purchase an estate in the name of another, for thepuipose of shielding 
it from his creditors ; or to execute a mortgage deed, reciting a fictitious 
loan ; (] It. C. C. Civ- 95) or if the manager of a Hindu family, assign- 
ing the family propeity without any necessity, were to insert in the 
deed a statement, that the assignment was made to pay the Government 
dues, or to discharge an ancestral debt, this would be such a fraudu- 
lent falsehood as would biitig his act within s. 423. 

424. Whoever dishonestly or fraudulently con- 

Dishouest or cea ! s or removes any property of liim- 
fra u ttuicntremo vat self or any other person, or dishonestly 
property. lmttUt ot or fraudulently assists in the conceal- 
ment or removal thereof, or dishonestly 
releases any demand or claim to which he is entitled, 
shall be punished with imprisonmentof either descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to two years, or 
with fine, or with both. 

Such acts as the removal by a tenant of his furniture or crops, to 
avoid a distress for rent; or a release of a debt by one of several exe*- j 
cutors, partners, or joint-creditors, to the injury of the others, and 
without their consent, would come within this section. 

OF MISCHIEF. 

425. Whoever, with intent to cause, or knowing 

Mischief that he is likely to cause, wrongful loss 

or damage to the public or to any per- v 
son, causes the destruction of any property, or any 
such change in any property, or in the situation 
thereof as destroys or diminishes its value or utility 
or affects it injuriously, commits “ mischief.” 

Explanation 1. — It is not essential to the offence 
of mischief that the offender should intend to cause 
loss or damage to the owner of the property injured 
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or destroyed. It is sufficient if lie intends to cause, 
or knows that he is likely to cause, wrongful loss or 
damage to any person by injuring any property, 
whether it belongs to that person or not. 

Explanation 2. — Mischief may be committed by 
an act affecting property belonging to the person who 
commits tlio act, or to that person and others jointly . 

Illustrations, 

(eO A voluntarily burns a valuable security belonging to Z, intending 
to cause wrongful loss to Z, A has committed mischief, 

{b) A introduces water into an ice-housc belonging to Z, and thus 
causes the ice to melt, intending wrongful loss to Z. A has committed 
mischief. 

(o) A voluntarily throws into a river a ring belonging to Z, with the 
intention of thereby causing wrongful loss to Z. A has committed 
mischief. 

(d) A, knowing that his effects arc about to be tak^n in execution 
in order to satisfy a debt due from him to Z, destroys those effects, 
with the mleni-ion of thereby preventing Z from obtaining satisfaction 
of tha debt, and of thus causing damage to Z. A has committed mischief. 

[e) A, having insured a ship, voluntarily causes the same to be cast 
away, with the intention of causing damage to the uudorwritsrs. A haw 
committed mischief. 

if) A causes a ship to be cast away, intending thereby to cause da- 
mage to Z 5 who has lent money on bottomry on tho ship. A has com* 
nutted mischief. 


(a) A, having joint property with Z in a horse, shoois the horse, in- 
tending thereby to cause wrongful loss to Z. Abas committed mischief, 

(A) A causes cattle to enter upon a field belonging to Z, intending 
to cause and knowing that he is likely to cause damage to Z’s crop. 
A has committed mischief. *’ 


426, Whoevercommitsmischiefshall bo punished 
Punishment for with imprisonment of either doscrip- 
oommitting mis- tion for a term which may extend to 
ch * x threemonths,orwith fine,orwith both. 


A prisoner charged with the theft and killing of two sheop under the 
value of Rs. 10 can only be dealt with un dor this section. (BuHogs 
of the Madras Sudder 01 High Court, 9 th May 1853 ) 


427. Whoever commits mischief .and thereby 
causes loss or damage to the amount 
of fifty Rupees or upwards, shall bo 
punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a teri^jf which may ex- 
tend to two years, or with fine, or with 
both. 


Commit! ing mis- 
chief ami thereby 
causing damage to 
the amouut of 50 
ftapees. 
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Mischief by kill- 
ing or maiming 
cattle, &r. or any 
animal of the value 
Of 50 Rupees. 


428. Whoever commits mischief by killii 

soning, maiming, or rendering 1 
ingw ^iAS y an y animal or animals of the value oi 
aaimai of the value ten Rupees or upwards, shall be 
of ten Rupees. punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to two 
years, or with fine, or with both. 

429. Whoever commits mischief by killing, 
poisoning, maiming, or rendering use- 
less any elephant, camel, horse, mule, 
buffalo, bull, cow, or ox, whatever 
may be the value thereof, or any other, 
animal of the value of fifty Rupees or 

upwards, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
five years, *or with fine or with both. 

A calf does not come within the terms, bull, cow, or ox,” and 
therefore if not worth Rs 50, its destruction must, be dealt with under 
ss. 426 or 428 according to its value. (Reg v Cbolay per Scotland, 
C. J. 4th Madras Sessions 1864 ) 

430. Whoever commits mischief by doing any 
act which causes, or which he knows 
to be likely to cause, a diminution of 
the supply of water for agricultural 
purposes, or for food or drink for hu- 
man beings or for animals which are 

property, or for cleanliness, or for carrying on any 
manufacture, shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend, to. 
five years, or with fine, or with both. • 

Where a person levelled, filled up, and cultivated a water-course 
over his own lands, which conveyed water to the land of the prosecu- 
tor, it was r held that this act was mischief within the meaning of s. 
425 , if the defendant knew that the prosecutor was entitled to the 
water, and that by this act his right would be obstructed. (2 R. C. C. 
OR. 470 

431. Whoever commits mischief by doing any 
Mi.oh.rf by in. act ^bich renders or which he knows 

jurytopubiic road, • to be likely to render any public 
aridg^ or river. road, bridge, navigable river or navi- 
gable channel, natural or artificial, impossible or less 

39 


Mischief by in- 
jury to works of 
Irrigation or by 
wrongfully divert- 
ing water. 
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safe for travelling or conveying property, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to five years, or with fine, 
or with both. 

432. Whoever commits mischief by doing any act 

w .V- P u which causes, or which he knows to be 

causing inundation likely to cause an inundation or an 

public” toS at- obstruction an y P ublic drainage at- 
tendBi with tended with injury or damage, shall be 
damage. punished with imprisonment of either 

description for a term which may extend to five years, 
nor with fine, or with both. 

The act which is chaiged as an offence under this Section must be 
itself a mischievous act, at the time that it is done, the likelihood that 
an inundation or obstruction to drainage may follow, being merely a 
circumstance of aggravation. Therefore, where a man erected a 
dam across a river, which in itself neither caused the destruction of 
any property, nor any such charge in any property, or its situation as 
destroyed or diminished its value or utility, or affected it injuriously, 
he was held not punishable under s. 432, though the Magistrate found 
as a fact, that he knew that the dam was likely to inundate other adja- 
cent villages. (4 Mad. H. C. Appx. 15.) 

433. Whoever commits mischief by destroying 

i» j* j or moving any light-house or other 

Mischief by dp- r i , j * & 

atroying or mov- light used as a sea-mark, or any sea- 

ing, or rendering mark or buoy or other thing placed as 

house or sea-mark, a guide for navigators, or by any act 
or by exhibiting which, renders any such light-house, 
aise .g ‘S. sea-mark, buoy, or other such thing as 
aforesaid less useful as a guide for navigators, shall 
be punished with imprisonment of either description, 
for a term which may extend to seven years, or with 
fine, or with both. , 

434. Whoever commits mischief by destroying 

or moving any land- mark fixed by the 
B tSg e or”mo d v-" authority of a public servant, or by 
ing, &c., a land- any act which renders such land-mark 
authority” 7 l e ? s useful as such, shall be punished 
V with imprisonment of either descrip- 

tion for a term which may extend to one year, or 
wfth fipe, or with both. 

* rrf f ' , , 
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435. Whoever commits mischief by fire or any 
by fir0 explosive substance, intending to cause 
or explosive sub- or knowing it to be likely that he will 
wirSgtto ' thereby cause damage to any proper- 
the amount Qf ioo ty to the amount of one hundred Ru- 
Rupees. pees or U p War( j S} shall be punished 

with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to seven years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 


See Cr. P. C. s. 13S, anti p. 95. 

436. Whoever commits mischief by fire or any 
explosive substance, intendingto cause « 
or knowing it to be likely that he will 
thereby cause the destruction of any 
building which is ordinarily used as a 
place of worship, or as a human dwell- 
ing, or as a place for the custody of property, shall be 
punished with transportation for life, or with impri- 
sonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 


Mischief by fire 
or explosive sub- 
stance with intent 
to destroy a house, 
&c 


See Cr. P. C. s. 138, ante p. 95, 

437. Whoever commits mischief to any decked 
Miaebfef -with in- vesael or any vessel of a burden of 
tent to destroy or twenty tons or upwards, intending to 
destroy or render unsafe, or knowing 
sei of 20 tons bur- it to be likely that he will thereby 
den ‘ destroy or render unsafe that vessel, 

shall be punished with imprisonment of either des- 
cription for a term which may extend to ten yqgxs, 
and shall also be liable to fine. 


438. Whoever commits or attempts to commit, 
runishment for fire . or . explosive substance, 

the mischief dcscrib- such mischief as is described in the 
tton m when wmmit last preceding Section, shall be punish- 
t«d by fire or any e d with transportation for life, or with 
«p oeiveau tanee. i m p r j s0nm6n fc 0 f either description for 

a term which may extend to ten years, and shall also 
be liablo to fine- 

439. Whoever intentionally runs any sensei 
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Punishment for aground or ashore, intending to com- 
int rationally run- mit theft of any property contained 
Snd V or therein, or to dishonestly misappropri- 

ate intent to ate any such property, or with intent 
commit theit, &c. suc h theft or misappropriation of 

property may be committed, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to ten years, and shall also be liable to 
fine. 

440. Whoever commits mischief, having made 

preparation for causing to any person 
death or hurt or wrongful restraint, 
tion mads for cans- or fear of death, or of hurt or of wrong- 
ing death ot hurt. £ u j res t r aint, shall be punished with 

imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to five years, and shall also Be liable to 
fine. 

CRIMINAL TRESPASS. 

441. Whoever enters into or upon property in 

the possession of another, with intent 
Cumin trespass. ^ commit an offence (see Jet IV of 

1867- s. 1) or to intimidate, insult, or annoy any per- 
son in possession of such property ; or having law- 
fully entered into or upon such property, unlawfully 
remainsthere with intentthereby to intimidate, insult, 
or annoy any such person, or with intent to commit 
an offence, is said to commit criminal trespass. 

This section is singularly vague. Suppose a person goes to pay a visit 
toa<fciend,in order to retail a piece of scandal, which would come 
under the section as to defamation, is this criminal trespass P Ac* 
cording to the definition it is, for he enters into property which is in 
the possession of another, with intent to commit an offence- Again* 
if a thief goes to the house of a receiver, for the purpose of parting 
with his booty, and does so ; here he is committing an offence, namely, 
abetting the crime of the receiver, but is be also committing a crimi- 
nal trespass ? I conceive that the section must be limited to Cases 
where the entry is in itself part of the unlawful act, and is either eat** 
'‘’Measly or impliedly, against the will of the owner of the property. 
Ifer instance, suppose a man were to go upon the premises of another 
intent to steal his money, to abduct his daughter, to lame his 
fio&oir the like, here the entry would be inseparably connected with 
tbe^^paea at, itod would be against the will of the owner* 
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Of course, an authority to enter may be revoked, either expressly or 
by implication. No authority to remain can be assumed to list after 
tile person who was authorized to enter for one purpose, proceeds to 
employ this opportunity in the commission of an offence for which he 
has not got the permission of the owner of the property. Therefore! if 
a guest were to pioceed to pick the lock of his entertainer’s desk, for 
the purpose of taking his money, this would be an lf unlawful remaining 
in the house with intent to commit an offence/’ and therefore would be 
‘‘house trespass.” But if he employed himself, in conjunction with 
•the proprietor, in illicit coining, this would be indictable as a substan- 
tive offence, but the mere continuance in the house could not be called 
4 *w unlawful remaining” in it, since of itself it was not unlawful. 

The offence of criminal trespass is only committed where some crimi- 
nal intent is present to the unnd of the person charged, and, under some 
sections of this chapter, (ss. 449, 451, 454, 457), the punishment varies* 
according as the prisoner is convicted of intending to commit one crime 
or another. Of course, there must be circumstances in the case which 
lead to the presumption that the prisoner had any criminal intent, 
the particular.intent with which he is charged, as no criminal intent, 
or can be assumed in the absence of proof. But it must not be assumed 
that for this purpose it will always be necessary to adduce independent 
evidence, differ eut from that which makes out the substantive offence. 
Bor instance, if a man is found in the middle of the night in another’s 
house, this of itself is ample evidence to convict him, not merely of 
house-breaking by night, but of doing so with intent to commit theft. 
On the other hand, independent circumstances might lead to the con- 
clusion that his object was to commit adulteiy, or even murder. So, if 
a party were found enjoying themselves at a picnic upon another man’s 
ti and, this would uot be even jmmd/am evidence of a criminal trespass. 
But if it was shown that they had gone there in open defiance of a pre- 
vious prohibition, that might be taken as evidence of an intent to 
insult or annoy. * 

The mere fact that the defendant was found cultivating Govern- 
ment waste land without permission, was ruled not to be a criminal 
offence, as there was no evidence that the accused had entered the 
land with any of the intents specified in s. 441. (4 Mad. Jur. 20 £.) 

Very nice questions might arise as to what amount to a u posses- 
sion,” where the party in possession hna no title, and the alleged 
trespasser has. In a recent case Sir B. Peacock U, J. said. 

“ A trespasser cannot by the very act of trespass, immediately and 
without acquiescence on the part of the owner, become possessed of 
the laud or house upon which he has trespassed, and which he tor- 
tiously holds. But if he is allowed to continue on the land or house, 
and the owner of the same sleeps upon his rights, and makes no effort 
to remove him, he will gain a possession wrongful though it be, and 
cannot be forcibly ejected, lhe rightful owner cannot m any case, 
when he has a right of entry, be made responsible in damages for a 
t**eg$Bs upon his own land, for he is not a trespasser, if he has a 
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right to go upon it. But if he assaults and expels persons, who, having 
originally come into possession lawfully, continue to hold unlawfully, 
after their title to occupy has been determined, he may be made res- 
ponsible for the assault, and indicted for the forcible entry,” (3 R. 
0. C. SC. 5.) 

An entry upon land which a man believes to be his own, will not be 
a criminal trespass, though the land was in the possession of another, 
if the object really was to assert a right over it, and not to intimidate, 
insult, or annoy the other, unless under circumstances which amount to 
the offence of unlawful assembly. (Sees. 141, ante> pp. 105, 112.) 

*The words “ intimidate” and “ insult” refer of course to such crimi- 
nal acts as are provided for byss. 503, 504; the word u annoy” is 
not defined in the Code. The expression by its own force merely con- 
veys the idea of a certain discomposing effect upon the mind, without 
*any relation to the legality or otherwise of the discomposing cause. 
Nothing can be more annoying than to be repeatedly dunned for a debt 
which it is out of our power to pay. The word here must however 
refer to acts of illegal annoyance, and probably conveys no more than 
the two words which precede it. • 

The section does not appear to include any cases of trespass to 
personal property. The language is inconsistent with such a construc- 
tion, particularly the words “ having lawfully entered into or upon 
such property, remains there, &c ” 

442. Whoever commits criminal trespass, by en- 

House- trespass. * GTin g into or remaining in any build- 
mg*, tent, or vessel used as a human, 
dwelling, or any building used as a place for worship, 
or as a place for the custody of property, is said to 
commit “ house-trespass.” 

Where the premises in question had been occupied as chambers, but 
at the time of the offence and for some time previously were unoccupied, 
it was held that they were properly described as“ a human dwelling*'* 
(Reg. v. Abboyee, Scotland C. J. 4th Mad. Sea®. 1862.) 

A Targe detached circular receptacle for grain, constructed of straw, 
with an opening at the top and situated in a backyard, tfab held not 
to be “ a place for the custody of property” within the meaning of this 
section. Therefore the offence of house-breaking could not be com- 
mitted in respect of it. The offence really committed was the dishon- 
est breaking open of a closed receptacle containing property, under 
s. 46L (Hulings of Mad. H. Ct. on s- 457. 1865.) 

Explanation , — The introduction of any part, of the 
criminal trespasser's body is entering sufficient to 
Coftgtitute u house -trespass.” 

cVi 1 v£ 

Whoever commits house-trespass., having 
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taken precautions to conceal sucl) 
trespass!^ k 0 ’ 188 ' house-trespass from some person who 
has a right to exclude or eject the 
trespasser from the building, tent, or vessel which is 
the subject of the trespass, is said to commit “ lurk- 
ing house -trespass ” 

Any person who commits an offence defined by ss. 443 to 446 in 
order to the committing of an offence punishable with whipping under 
Act VI of 1864, s. 2 may be whipped in lieu of the punishments speci- 
fied in the Code, (Act VI of 1864, s, 2) and upon a second conviction 
may be whipped in lieu of, or in addition to such punishment. (Ibid, 
s. 3.) Upon a second conviction for the same offences, if committed 
for the purpose of committing an offence punishable with whipping * 
under s. 4, he may be whipped in addition to the punishment provided 
for a breach of ss. 443-446* (Ibid s. 40 

444, Whoever commits lurking house-trespass 

. after sunset and before sunrise, is said 
t0 commit “ lurking house-trespass 
by night.” 

445. A person is said to commit “ house-break- 

„ , . . ing ” who commits house- trespass, if 

nme- re* mg. j lg effects his entrance into the house ' 
or any part of it in any of the six ways hereinafter 
described ; or if, being in the house or any part of it 
for the purpose of committing an offence, (see Act IV 
of 1867, s. 1.) or having committed an offence there- 
in, he quits the house or any part of it in any of such 
six ways, that is to say : — 

First. — If he enters or quits through a passage 
made by himself, or by any abettor of the house- 
trespass, in order to the committing of the hot&e- 
trespass. 

Secondly. — If he enters or quits through any pass- 
age not intended by any person, other than himself 
or an abettor of the offence, for human entrance ; or 
through any passage to which he has obtained access 
by scaling or climbing over any wall or building. 

Therefore a conviction was sustained when the prisoner was caught 
inside the prosecutor’s house at night, and the evidence showed that 
lie could only have effected an entrance by scaling a wall. (4 R. J, 
& f ; #66.) 
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Thirdly.-— If he enters or quits through any pass- 
age which he or any abettor of the house-trespass 
has opened, in order to the committing of the house- 
trespass, by any means by which that passage was 
not intended by the occupier of the house to be 
opened. 

Fourthly .— If he enters or quits by opening any 
lock in order to the committing of the house-trespass, 
or in order to the quitting of the house after a house- 
trespass. 

Fifthly . — If he effects his entrance or departure 
by using criminal force, or committing an assault, or 
by threatening any person with assault. 

Even if a party has got admission into a house through on open 
door, it will still be house-breaking, should he afterwards break or un- 
lock any inner door, for the purpose of entering any other room. Bat 
the mere breaking open of a box or chest would not constitute this 
offence, (Arch. 424), though it would be punishable under a- 461. 

And see note to s. 442, ante, p. 310. 

Sixthly . — If he enters or quits by any passage 
which he knows to have been fastened against such 
entrance or departure, and to have been unfastened 
by himself or by an abettor of the house- trespass. 

Explanation . — Any out-house or buildmg occupied 
with a house, and between which and such house 
there is an immediate internal communication, is part 
of the house within the meaning of this Section. 

Illustrations, 

[а) A commits house-trespass by making a hole through the wall 
of <S T s house, and putting his hand through the aperture. This is 
house-breaking. 

(б) A commits house-trespass by creeping into a ship at a port* 
hole between docks. This is house-breaking. 

(e) A commits house-trespass by entering Z’s house through a 
window. This is house-breaking. 

(d) A commits house-trespass by entering 71 a house through the 
door, having opened a door which was fastened. This is house-breaking, 

(e) A commits house-trespass by entering Z’s house through the 
door, having lifted a latch by putting a wire through a hole in the 

,dpor. This is house-breaking. 

; A finds the key of Z 5 s house door, which Z had lost, and com* 
■ house-trespass by entering Z’s house, having opened the door 
wiwfrat key. This m house-breaking, 
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(ff) Z is standing in his door-way, A forces a passage by knocking 
Z down, and commits house-trespass by entering the house, This is 
house-breaking. 

(A) Z, the door-keeper of Y, is standing in Y's door-way, A commits 
house-trespass by eutermg the house, having deterred Z from opposing 
him by threatening to beat him. This is house-breaking. 

446. Whoever commits house-breaking after sun- 
House-breakiug set and before sunrise, is said to com- 
by night. mit “ house-breaking by night.” 


447. Whoever commits criminal trespass shall 

be punished with imprisonment of 
JESS” tr ”spm either description for a term which may ^ 
extend to three months, or with fine 
which may extend to five hundred Rupees, orwithboth. 

448. Whoever commits house-trespass shall be . 

* punished with imprisonment of either 
iious^tiedplsa for description for a term which may ex- 
* tend to one year, or with fine which 
may extend to one thousand Rupees, or with both. 

449. Whoever commits house-trespass in order 

to the committing of any offence 
in order ^to^the punishable with death, shall be punish- 
commission of an ed with transportation for life, or with 
S < d^ " i ahible rigorous imprisonment for a term not 
exceeding ten years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 


See Cr. P. C. a. 138, ante, p. 35. 

450.* Whoever commits house- trespass in order to 
the committing of any offence puifish- 
House-trespass m ^ble with transportation for life, shall 
mmon^arSfl be punished with imprisonment of 
fence punishable either description for a term not ex- 
Micn for r wo P ° rt ' ceediug ten years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 

See Cr. P. (!. s. 188, ante, p. 95. 

451- Whoever commits house-trespass in order to 
the committing of any offence punish - 
able with imprisonment, shall be pun- 

w 
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mission of an of- ished with imprisonment, of either des- 

fence punishable . „ , , \ , 

with imprisonment. CriptlOIl XOr & tOriH WillCll IQ£Ly OX"* 

tend to two years, and shall also be 
liable to fine ; and if the offence intended to bo com- 
mitted is theft, the term of the imprisonment may bo 
extended to seven years. 

452. Whoever commits house-trespass, bavin** 

made preparation for causing hurt to 
afte? 0 pttpmauon a] ay person, or for assaulting any per- 
maAe for causing son, or for wrongfully restraining any 
son, 1 person, or for putting any person in 
fear of hurt, or of assault or of wrongful 
restraint, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
seven years, and shall also be liablo to fine. 

453. Whoever commits lurking house-trespass 

Punishment for or house-breaking shall be punished 
lurking houae-trea- with, imprisonment of either descrip- 

breaking. h ° us<i ' tion for a term which may extend to 
two years, and shall also be liable to 
fine. 


Punishment for 
lurking house-tres- 
pass or house- 
breaking. 


See note to a. 443, ante, p. 311. 


454. Whoever commits lurking house-trespass 
Lurking house- or . house-breaking in order to the com- 
trespass or house- mitting of any offence punishable with 
to'thecLmissfon imprisonment, shall be punished with 
of an offence pun- imprisonment of either description for 
SSLS' 1 im ' a ^bibh may extend to three 
». years, and shall also be liable to fine ; 

ana if the offence intended to be committed is theft, 
the term of the imprisonment may be extended to 
ten years. 


See ante , p. 311. 

455. Whoever commits lurking house-trespass or 
Lurking house- house-breaking, having made prepara- 
trespassor house- tion for causing hurt to any person, or 
tSSSSSfe for assaulting any person" of for 
ojjteghurt to wrongfully restraining any person, or 
, . f° r putting any person in fear of hurt 
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or of assault or of wrongful restraint, shall bo punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to ten years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 

456. Whoever commits lurking house-trespass by 
_ . , t . night or house-breaking by night, 

lurking liouse- shall be punished with imprisonment 
trespass or house- 0 f either description for a term which 

b,.o„ E b ? u, s ht ^ shjJ1 

also be liable to fine. 

See as to this Section and as. 45 7 — 460, Cr. P. C. s. 108, ante,]?. 
95 and note to s. 443, ante, p. 311. 

457. Whoever commits lurking house- trespass 

by night or house-breakingby night in 
trespass 1 or hms t order to the committing of any offence 
breaking by mght, punishable with imprisonment, shall 
commisdiou oE au be punished with imprisonment ot 
offence punishable either description for a term which 
went. may extend to five years, and shall 

also be liable to fine ; and if the offence 
intended to bo committed is theft, the term of the 
imprisonment may be extended to fourteen years. 

See note to s. 456. 

458. Whoever commits lurking house-trespass by 

Lurking house- or house-breaking by night, 

trespass or house- having made preparation for causing 

aft e er ki p g re b p y araunn hurt to an J P er3on , or fnr assaulting 

wade for causing any person, or for wrongfully restrain- 

hurtto any person. j n g an y p ersorij or f or putting "any 

person in fear of hurt or of assault or of wrongful 
restraint, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
fourteen years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

See note to a. 456. 

459. Whoever whilst committing lurking bouse - 

trespass or house-breaking, dauses 
Grievous hurt grievous hurt to any person, or at- 
Ma t hs lurking tempts to cause death or grievous hurt 
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houss-tiSn ° r to au y P erson > s ^ ia ^ he punished with 
°i,is ieakmg transportation for life, or imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex 
tend to ten years, and shall also be liable to line. 

See note to s. 456. 

460. If, at the time of the committing oflurking 

house- trespass by night or house- 
joittiy concerned breaking by night, any person guilty 
in house-breaking, of such offence shall voluntarily cause 
abie^or aeaih, S or or attempt to cause death or grievous 
grievous hurt caus- hurt to any person, every person joint- 
r number? 6 ° f * eir ly concerned in committing such lurk- 
ing house-trespass by night or house- 
breaking by night, shall be punished with transpor- 
tation for ljfe, or with imprisonment of oitlier descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to ten years, and 
shall also be liable to fine. 

See note to s 456 

461. Whoever dishonestly, or with intent to com- 

Djsboneetiybreak- mit mischief, breaks open or unfastens 
in g open any cios- any closed receptacle which contains 
taimng^or suppos- or which he believes to contain pro- 
ed to contain pro- perty, shall be punished with impri- 
perty " somne-nt of either description for a 

term which may extend to two years, or with fine, 
or with both. 

.462. Whoever, being entrusted with any closed 
receptacle which contains or which he 
uam4V>ffence?vhen Sieves to contain property, without 
committed by par- having authority to open the samo, 
custody. uated Wlth dishonestly, or with intent to commit 
mischief, breaks open or unfastens 
that receptacle, shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
three years, or with fine, or with both. 
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CHAPTER XVIII. 

OF OFFENCES RELATING TO DOCU- 
MENTS AND TO TRADE OR PRO- 
PERTY-MARKS. 

463. Whoever makes any false document or part 

j, of a document, with intent to cause 

rs ' rj damage or injury to the public or to 

any person, or to support any claim or title, or to 
cause any person to part with property, or to enter 
into any express or implied contract, or with intent 
to commit fraud, or that fraud may be co mmi tted, 
commits forgery. 

A charge of an offence relating to documents described in Sections 
463, 471, 479, or 476, of the Indian Penal Code, when the document 
shall have beeu given in evidence in any proceedings in any Court, 
Civil or Criminal, shall not be entertained in any Criminal Court, 
against a party to such proceedings, except with the sanction of the 
Court in which the document was given in evidence, or of some other 
Court to which such Court is subordinate. Such sanction may be given 
at any time. (Cr. P. C. s. 170 and see ss. 171-177, ante p. 146*) - 

** When in sny case pending before any Court there shall appear to the 
Court sufficient ground for Bending for investigation to the Magistrate, a 
charge described in ss* 463, 47 1, 475 or 476 of the Indian Penal Code, which 
may be preferred in respect of any deed or paper Offered in evidence in the 
case, the Court may send the person accordingly in custody to the Magistrate, 
or take sufficient hail for his appearance before the Magistrate* The Court 
shall send to the Magistrate the evidence and documents relative to the 
charge, and shall bind over any person to appear and give evidence before 
such Magistrate The Magistrate shall receive such charge, and proceed 
with it under the rules for the time being in force.” (Act XXIII of 1861 * 
s. 19.) 

In cases where the accused is a European British subject, see Act 
XXIII of 1861, s. 20, ante p. 146* 

To constitute an indictable offence, the act must be fraudulent and 
injurious. Writing a spurious invitation to dinner might be very cul- 
pable as a hoax, but would not be a fraud upon any one. It m not 
however required, in order to constitute in point of law an intent to 
defraud, that the person committing the offence should have had pre- 
sent in his mind an intention to defraud a particular person, if the 
consequences of the act would necessarily, or possibly, be to defraud any 
person ; but there must at all events be a possibility of some person 
being defrauded by the forgery. (Per Creaswell, 3. Reg. v. Marcus % 
O. fc K. 356*} In one case the facts were, that the prisoner having 
tendered a security bond on plain paper, was directed to furnish it ou 
a atampi He then copied the bond, including the name*' of the wit* 
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nesses, on paper of the proper value, and got the surety to sign it with 
liis own hand. Held, that his copying the names of the witnesses, 
without any fraudulent intent, did not amount to forgery. (1 M. Dig. 
148 § 368.) 

Where the false document was intended to defraud a society, it was 
held, that the objection that the prisoner could not be convicted of 
forgery with intent to defraud, because he was one of the persons 
jointly interested with others in the funds, was not sustainable. /Reg. 
o. Moody. 31 LJ. MO, 156. L k G 173.) 

Where several forged different parts of an instrument, all a*c guilty 
as principals. And so it is, where several concur in employing another 
to make a forged instrument, knowing its nature. (Arch 86.) 

Making a false 464. A person is said to make a 
. document. f a ] ge document. 

First . — Who dishonestly or fraudulently makes, 
signs, seals, or executes a document or part of a docu- 
ment, or makes any mark denoting the* execution 
, of a document, with the intention of causing it to be 
believed that such document or part of a document 
was made, signed, sealed, or executed by or by the 
authority of a person, by whom or by whose authority 
he knows that it was not made, signed, sealed, or 
executed, or at a time at which he knows that it was 
not made, signed, sealed, or executed ; or 

1 If the document is false in fact, and has been dishonestly or fraudu- 
lently made by the accused, with the intention of serving any of the 
purposes stated in s. 463, the offence will be complete, though no 
use whatever has been made of it or even attempted to be made, (2 
Buss. 709. Pro. Mad. H. C. 7th April 1866; and sees. 474.) And 
although the writing is not legal evidence of the matter expressed, 
still it will be a document under s. 29, if the parties framing it 
believed it to be and intended it to be used as evidence of such 
matter. (2 B. A. Cr. 12.) 

Secondly. — Who, without lawful authority, dishon- 
estly or fraudulently, by cancellation or otherwise, 
alters a document in any mater ial part th ereof, after 
it has been made or executed either by himself or by* 
any other person, whether such person be living or 
dead at the time of such alteration ; or, 

0nl 7 fabrication and false making of the whole of si written 
j$steiiineut, but a fraudulent insertion, alteration, or erasure* even of a 
Ximr, in any material part of a true instrument, whereby a new operation 
18 ^ wul amount to forgery , and this, although it be afterwards 

executed by t another person ignorant of the deceit. (2 Russ, 319.) An 
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individuals falsifying their own book of accounts, and producing them in 
evidence before a Court of justice, were held by the Bombay F. U* to have 
committed forgery. (3 M. Dig. 123. § 338.) 

Thirdly . — Who dishonestly or fraudulently causes 
any person to sign, seal, execute, or alter a document, 
knowing that such person by reason of unsoundness 
of mind or intoxication cannot, or that, by reason 
of deception practised upon him, he does not know 
the contents of the document, or the nature of the 
alteration. 


Illustrations. 

(a) A has a letter of credit upon B for Rupees 10,000, written by Z. 
A in order to defraud B, adds a cypher to the 10,000 and makes the 
sum 100,000, intending that it may be believed by B that Z so wrote 
the letter A has committed forgery. 

(&) A 7 without Z’s authority, affixes Z’s seal to a document pur- 
porting to be a conveyance of an estate from Z to A, with the inten- 
tion of selling^he estate to B, and thereby of obtaining from B the 
purchase money. A has committed forgery. 

(c) A picks up a cheque on a Banker signed by B, payable to 
bearer, but without any sum having been inserted in the cheque. A 
fraudulently fills up the cheque by inserting the sum of ten thousand 
Rupees A commits forge* y. 

(i d ) A leaves with B, his agent, a cheque on a Banker, signed by A, 
without inserting the sum payable, and authorizes B to fill up the 
cheque by inserting a sum not exceeding ten thousand Rupees for 
the purpose of making certain payments. B fraudulently fills up the 
cheque by inserting the sum of twenty thousand Rupees. B commits 
forgery. 

(<?) A draws a Bill of Exchange on himself in the name of B with- 
out B’s authority, intending to discount it as a genuine Bill with a 
Banker, and intending to take up the Bill on its maturity. Here, as 
A draws the Bill with intent to deceive the Banker by leading him to 
suppose that he had the security of B, and thereby to discount the 
Bill, A is guilty of forgery. 

(J) Z’s will contains these words— “ I direct that all my remaining 
property be equally divided between A, B, and C.” A dishonestly 
scratches out B’a name, intending that it may be believed that the 
whole was left to himself and C. A has committed forgery. 

(g) A endorses a Government Promissory Note and makes it pay- 
able to Z, or his order, by writing on the Bill the words tc Pay to Z, 
or his order’’ and signing the endorsement. B dishonestly erases the 
words “ pay to Z or his order,” and thereby converts the special en- 
dorsement into a blank endorsement. B commits forgery. 

M) A sells and conveys an estate to Z, A afterwards, in order to 
defraud Z of his estate, executes a conveyance of the same estate to 
B, dated six months earlier thkn the date of .the conveyance to Z, 
intending it to be believed that he had conveyed the estate to K 
before he conveyed it to Z. A has committed forgery. (I R. C\ O. 
Oiv, 0i.) 
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(i) Z dictates his will fco A, A intentionally writes down a different 
legatee from the legatee named by Z, and by representing to 55 that 
he has prepared the will according to his instructions, induces Z to 
sign the will. A has committed forgery. 

(j) A writes a letter and signs it with E*s name without B’s autho- 
rity, certifying that A is a man of good character and m distressed 
circumstances from unforeseen misfortunes, intending by moans of 
such letter to obtain alms from Z and other persons. Here, as A made 
a false document in order to induce Z to part with properly, A has 
committed forgery. 

(it) A without B’s authority writes a letter and signs it in B’s 
name, certifying to A 3 s character, intending ; thereby to obtaiu employ- 
ment under Z. A has committed forgery, inasmuch as he intended 
to deceive Z by the forged certificate, and thereby to induce Z to enter 
into an expressed or implied contract for service. 

r Explanation — 1. A man’s signature of his own. 

name may amount to forgery. 

Illustration. 

(а) A signs his own name to a Bill of Exchange, intending that it 
m ay be believed that the Bill is drawn by another person of the same 
name. A has committed forgery. 

(б) A writes the word ci accepted” on a piece of paper and signs 
it with Z’s name, in order that B may afterwards write on the paper 
a Bill of Exchange drawn by B upon Z, and negotiate the Bill as 
though it had been accepted by Z A is guilty of forgery ; and if B 
knowing the fact draws the Bill upon the paper pursuant to A’s inten- 
tion, B is also guilty of forgery. 

(c) A picks up a Bill of Exchange payable to the order of a 
different person of the same name. A endorses the Bill in his own 
name intending to cause it, to be believed that it was endorsed by the 
person to whose order it. was payable ; here A has committed forgery* 

(d) A purchases an estate sold under execution of a decree against 
B. B, after the seizure of the estate, m collusion with Z, executes a 
lease of the estate to Z ab a nominal rent and for a Jong period, and 
dates the lease six months prior to the seizure, with intent to defraud 
A, and to cause it to bs believed that the lease was granted before the 
seizure B, though he oxecutes the lease in his own name, commits 
forgery, by antedating it. 

(€) A, a trader, in anticipation of insolvency, lodges effects with 
Bfor A’s benefit, and with intent to defraud his creditors, and in order 
to give a color to the transaction, writes a Promissary Note binding 
himself to pay to B a sum for value received, and antedates the nete, 
intending that it may be believed to have been made before A w*« 
on the point of insolvency. A has committed forgery under the $r*t 
head of the defimtiou. 

Explanation.— 2. The making of a false document 
in the name of a fictitious person, intending it tQ be 
believed that the document was made by a real per- 
son, or in the name of a deceased person, intending 
it tip be believed that the document was made by tho 
person in hm life-time, may amount to forgery. 
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Illustration . 


A draws a Bill of Exchange upou a fictitious person, and fraudulent- 
ly accepts the Bill m the name of such fictitious person, with intent 
to negotiate it. A commits forgery. 


465. Whoever commits forgery shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either descrip- 
tion for a term which may extend to 
two years, or with fine or with both. 
Whoever shall be a second time convicted of foigery, as defined m 
ss. 468, 466, 467, 468, or 4G9 may be puuished with whipping in 
addition to the penalties of the Penal Gode (Act VI of 1864, s. 4.) 


Punishment fui 
forgery 


4 66. Whoever forges a document, purporting to 
be a record or proceeding of or in 
JZTJctuZ Court of Justice, or a Register of 
Justice, or of a Birth, Baptism, Marriage, or Burial, 
Births, ^ l8ter of or a Register kept by a public servant 
* as such, or a certificate or document 
purporting to be made by a public servant in his offi- 
cial capacity, or an authority to institute or defend a 
suit, or to take any proceedings therein, or to con- 
fess judgment, or a power of attorney, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable to fine. 


See note to s. 465, 

467. Whoever forges a document which purports 
For er-ofava *° a valuable security, or a will, or 
luabie security or an authority to adopt a son, or which 
wlU - purports to giveauthority to any person 

to make or transfer any valuable security, or to re- 
ceive the principal, interest, or dividends thereon, or 
to receive or deliver any money, moveable property, 
or valuable security, or any document purporting to 
be an acquittance or receipt acknowledging the pay- 
ment of money, or an acquittance or receipt for the 
delivery of any moveable, property or valuable secu- 
rity, shall be punished with transportation for life, 
or with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to ten years, and shall also be 
liable to tine. 


See note to e. 465. 


41 
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468. "Whoever commits forgery, intending that 

the document forged shall bo used for 

porposeof cheating* tlle P Ur P? S ® °. f <*«*«»& slia11 P«“- 
ished with imprisonment of either 

description for a term which may extend to seven 

years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

See note ta a. 465. 

469. Whoever commits forgery, intending that 
Fo i tie ^ ie document f° r g e d shall harm the 

patp^for ha™- reputation of any party, or knowing 
ingtho reputation that it is likely to be used for tlmt 
• a any pors<m ‘ purpose, shall be punished with im- 
prisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to three years, and shall also bo liable 
to fine, 

n 

See note to s. 465. 


470. A false document made wholly or in 
a forged docu- part by forgery is designated “ a 

mimt. forged document.” 

471, Whoever fraudulently or disbonostly uses 

as genuine any document which he 

a forged document* kll0WS or bas reas0n *0 believe to 1)0 a 
forged document, shall he punished in 
the same manner as if he had forged such document. 

See Cr, P. C, s, 170. ante p. 317. 

472- Whoever makes or counterfeits any seal, 
„ . . plate, or other instrument for making 

teasiCg a counter- an impression, intending that the same 
^tu* al ’mtent’ ^to shall be used for the purpose of com- 
commit a forgery mitting any forgery which would be 
Son 4 b 7 " nder punishable under Section 467, or with 
such intent has in his possession any 
such seal, plate, or other instrument, knowing the 
same to be counterfeit, shall be punished with trans- 
portation for life, or with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to seven 
y$ars, and shall also be liable to fine. 

473. Whoever makes or counterfeits any seal, 
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Making cr posset- 
ing a counterfeit 
seal) plate, &c., 
with intent to 
cotmnit a forgery 
punishable other- 
wise. 


plate, or other instrument for making 
an impression, intending that the same 
shall be used for the purpose of com- 
mitting any forgery which would be 
punishable under any section of this 
Chapter other than Section 467, or 
with such intent has in his possession any such seal, 
plate, or other instrument, knowing the same to be 
counterfeit, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
either description for a term which may extend to 
seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 


474. "Whoever has in his possession any docu- 
tt ment, knowing the same to be forged, 

of a valuable seen- and intending that the same shall 
tobe^t'orged wuh fraudulently or dishonestly be used 
intent to use it as as genuine, shall, if the document is 
genuine. one of the description mentioned in 

Section 466, be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend, to seven 
years, and shall also be liable to fine ; and if the docu- 
ment is one of the description mentioned in Section 
467, shall be punished with transportation for life, 
or with imprisonment of either description for a 
term which may extend to seven years, and shall 
also be liable *to fine. 


The intention to make a fraudulent use of the forged document is 
an essential element in this offence. This intention can seldom be 
directly proved. Where the forged document is capable of being 
fraudulently used, and is found in the possession of a person who is 
interested in making a fraudulent use of it, I conceive that a convic- 
tion would be warranted, unless the defendant accounted for his pos- 
session of the instrument. Suppose, for instauce, that a iorged release 
were to be found in the possession of a debtor, or a forged will or con- 
veyance in the possession of a claimant to an estate, this would be 
sufficient to throw upon him the burthen of showing that he came 
innocently by the document. But where he accounts for his possession 
of the instrument in a manner which is equally consistent with lus 
knowledge or ignorance of its fraudulent character, there the pre- 
sumption of innocence will arise again. l ? or instance, the mere fact 
that the purchaser of an estate is in possession of title deeds, some of 
which are shown to be forgeries, would be no evidence whatever of his 
guilt; for in the absence of evidence as to their origin, the natuiafc 
inference is that they were handed to him by the vendor,, as constitu- 
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ting the title, ami if so, the proper presumption would he that lie took 
them innocently. (See Mad. S. U. Deo. p. 62 cf 1850.) 

As to what constitutes possession, see ante p. 174. 

475. "Whoever counterfeits upon or in the sub- 
stance of any material any device or 

derfee^^^mark mar ^ use< ^ f° r the purpose of authen- 
used for autheuti- ticating any document described in 
Section 467, intending that such de- 
tion 467, or pos- vice or mark shall be used for the 

marked material. 6 ^ Purpose of giving the appearance of 
authenticity to any document then 
forged or thereafter to be forged on such material, 
r or who with such intent has in his possession any 
material upon or in the substance of which any such 
device or mark has been counterfeited, shall be pun- 
ished with transportationfor life or with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 


See Cr. P. C. s. 170. ante p. 317. 

476. "Whoever counterfeits upon or in the sub- 
Counterfeiting a stan _ ce ofan y material any device or 


device or mark 
used for authenti- 
cating documents 
other than those 
described in Sec- 
tion 467, or pos 
sessxng counterfeit 
marked material. 


mark used fortbe purpose of authen- 
ticating any document other than the 
documents described in Section 467, 
intending that such device or mark 
shall be used for the purpose of giv- 
ing the appearance of authenticity 
to any document then forged or thereafter to be 
forged on. such material, or who with such intent 
haS’in his possession any material upon or in the 
substance of which any such device or mark has 
been counterfeited, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may 
extend to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 


See Cr. P C. s. 170. ante p. 317* * 

477. Whoever fraudulently or dishonestly, or 
o»n- w ^h intent to cause damage or injury 
true- tothe public or to any person, cancels, 
w ‘ destroys, or defaces, or attempts to 


, fraudulent 
des 
Nj, of a 
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cancel, destroy, or deface, or secretes or attempts to 
secrete, any document which is or purports to be a 
will, or an authority to adopt a son, or any Valuable 
security, or commits mischief in respect to such docu- 
ment, shall be punished with transportation for life, 
or with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to seven years, and shall also be 
liable to fine. 

OF TRADE AND PDOPERTY-MAKKS. 

478. A mark used for denoting that goods have 

„ , , been made or manufactured by a par- 

Trade-mark, ■? L \ 

ticular person or at a particular time 
or place, or that they are of a particular quality, is 
called a trade-mark. 

479. A mark used for denoting that moveable 

property belongs to a particularperson, 

Piopcrty-mark - g ca ]] e( j. a property-mark. 

4 SO. Whoever marks any goods, or any case, 
package, orother receptacle containing 
tradwnurk. goods, or uses any case, package, or 
other receptacle with any mark there- 
on, with the intention of causing it to he believed 
that the goods so marked, or any goods contained in 
any such case, package, or receptacle so marked, were 
made or manufactured by any person by whom they 
were not made or manufactured, or that they were 
made or manufactured at any time or place at which 
they were not made or manufactured, or that they are 
of a particular quality of which they are not, is "Said 
to use a false trade-mark. 

To constitute an offence under this section it is only necessary to 
show an intention to produce a false belief as to the origin of an 
article* and the use of some external indication to produce that belief, 
■Where an existing trade-mark is imitated* it is not necessary that tbe 
resemblance should be such as would deceive persons who should see 
the two marks placed side by side. Ia a recent case in England the 
Chancellor, Lord Cranwortb, said, 

“ If a purchaser looking at the article offered to him would natu- 
rally be led, from the mark impressed upon it, to suppose it to be the 
production of the rival manufacturer, and would purchase it in that 
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belief, the Court considers the use of such a mark to he fraudulent. 
But I go further. I do not consider the actual physical resemblance of 
the two marks to be the sole question for consideration* If the goods 
of a manufacturer have, from the mark or device he has used, become 
known in the market by a particular name, I think that the adoption 
by a rival trader of any mark which will cause his goods to bear the 
same name in the market, may be as much a violation of the rights of 
that rival as the actual copy of his device.” (Seixo Frovezende, 
I LR. Ch. 196.) 

Accordingly in that case wlieie the plaintiff had been in the habit 
of stamping bis casks with a coronet anil the word * Seixo/ whenou his 
wines acquired the name of ‘ Crown Seixo Wine/ an injunction was 
issued against the use by the defendant of a coronet with the words 
“ Seixo de Cima.” 

r 

But an injunction will issue wheie an indictment could not be 
maintained under this section, since it is necessary not only to shew 
that the mark would produce a false belief, but that it was used with 
that intention. 

The intention to cause a false belief will always be inferred, where the 
mark is in itself a falsB statement, and is affixed under circumstances 
which would naturally lead to belief of that statement. If a shopkeep- 
er named Smith, were to impress the brand of u Bodgera, Sheffield** 
upon an.iron knife fiom Birmingham, no further evidence would be 
necessary to show that he meant to create a false impression as to its 
maker and origin* This is peculiarly one of those cases in which the act 
itself being print d facie impioper, the burthen of proving that it was 
done under circumstances which might make it innocent, would lie upon 
the defendant. [See ante. p. 69, 119 ) 

It would be otherwise where the mark, though similar to that used 
by other tradesmen, contained no false statement, and might have been 
accidentally and innocently adopted. 

This section does not include false statements as to quantity. There- 
fore the fraud which was exposed some time ago of marking reels of 
cotton as if they contained 300 yards, when they really only contained 
25 0/swouid pass unpunished. If however, such reels were sold to any 
person as containing the quantity marked upon them, this would be 
*4bc~ofrence of cheating under s. 415, 


481. Whoever marks any moveable property, or 
goods, or any case, package, or other 
pr^eTty-mark. alae receptacle containing moveable pro- 
perty or goods, or uses any case, pack- 
age, or other receptacle having any mark thereon, 
•with the intention of causing it be believed that the 
pSjbherty or goods so marked, or any property or goods 
cofimined in any case, package, or other receptacle so 
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marked, belong to a person to whom they do not be- 
long, is said to use a false property'mark. 

482. Whoever uses any false trade-mark or any 

false P ro P er ty-mark with intent to de- 
Jug“et,-ade ceiv .e or injure any person, shall be 
or property-mark punished with imprisonment of either 
ceive < or b lujure description for a term which may ex- 
any person. tend to one year, or with fine or with 

both. 

The deception referred to in this section must, I suppose, be such 
a deceit as amouuts to a fraud or breach of legal obligation. Other- 
wise a host, who wished to combine ostentation with economy, by - 
giving his guests gooseberry out of bottles with a champagne label 
might be indicted for the trick. If however the landlord of a hotel 
who is paid for his wine on its supposed quality, were to do the same, 
there would be a legal fraud, which would be criminal under s. 482. 

It will not be necessary to show an intention to deceive or injure 
any particular person, if such deceit or injury would be the natural 
consequence of the use of the false mark under the circumstances in 
question. Nor would it be necessary to show that any one was, in 
point of fact, deceived. Indeed, m general where the deceit had been 
carried into effect against any person, the more senous offence of cheat- 
ing would have been committed. 

483. Whoever, with intent to cause damage or 

Counterfeiting a injury to the public or to any person!, 
mark counterfeits any trade or 

other* with intent property- mark used by any other per- 

or injury, dama ^ e son > sh ^ U , be Polished with imprison- • 
ment of either description for a term 
which may extend to two years, or with fine, or with 
both. 

48 4. Whoever, with intent to cause damage or 

Counterfeiting ^ n j ur 7 to the public or to any person, 

kn T ngl 3 ® ounter ft! ts ^y property- 
ear v ant, or any used by a public servant, or any 

SdJ.r’.S'r m “ rk " s ? d “"ant to do- 

nufactuuyjuaiity, **^te tiiatany property has been manu- 
f*°rt / a " y !,n ’- factured by a particular person, or 
. at a particular time or place, or that 
the same is of a particular quality, or has passed 
through a particular office, or that it is entitled to 
any exemption, or uses as genuine any such mark 
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knowing the same to be counterfeit, shall be punish- 
ed with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three years, and shall also bo 
liable to fine. 


485. Whoever makes or has in his possession any 
Fraudulent mak- d * e > plate, or other instrument for the 
ingor having posl purpose of making or counterfeiting 
Tte^or other d xnl any public or private'property ortrado- 
stfumant forcoun- mark, with intent to use the same lor 
i“ f of private pro! the purpose of counterfeiting such 
r perty or trade- mark, or has in his possession any 
mark - such property or trade-mark, with in- 

tent that the same shall be used for the purpose of 
denoting that any goods or merchandize were made 
or manufactured by any particular person or firm by 
whom they were not made, or at a time or place at 
which they were not made, or that they are of a par- 
ticular quality of which they are not, or that they be- 
long to a person to whom they do not belong, shall 
be punished with imprisonment of either description 
for a term which may extend to three years, or with 
fine, or with both. 


486. Whoever sells any goods with a counterfeit 
property or trade-mark Whether pub- 

in ^good'iT marked lic 0r P rivate > affixed to Or impressed 

■with a counterfeit upon the same, or upon any case, 
progeny or tead&- wra pp erj or receptacle in which such 
„ goods are packed or contained, know- 

ing that such mark is forged or counterfeit, or that 
the same has been affixed to or impressed upon any 
goods or merchandize not manufactured or made by 
the person or at the time or place indicated by suen 
mark, or that they are not of the quality indicated 
by such mark, with intent to deceive, injure, or 
, damage any person, shall be punished with imprison- 
’jpent of either description for a term which may 
''«4®*end to one year, or with fine, or with both. 



Whoever fraudulently makes any false mark 
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upon any package or receptacle con- 
i^Tfrise* malt taining goods, with intent to cause any 
upon any paokage public servant or any other person to 
taiaing^oda.* 011 " believe that such package or receptacle 
contains goods which it does not con- 
tain, or that it does not contain goods which it does 
contain, or that the goods contained in such package 
or receptacle are of nature or quality different from 
the real nature or quality thereof, shall be punished 
with imprisonment of either description for a term 
which may extend to three years, or with fine, or 
with both. 

488. Whoever fraudulently makes use of any 
Punishment for suc ^ false mark with the intent last 

making ubo of any aforesaid, knowing such mark to be 
such false mark, f a l se> stall be punished in the manner 
mentioned. in the last preceding Section, 

489. Whoever removes, destroys, or defaces any 

.. . . property-mark, intending or knowing 

perty-mark with it to be likely that he may thereby 
mt«nt to cause in- cause injury to any person, shall be 
3<lTy * punished with imprisonment of either 

description for a term which may extend to one year, 
or with fine, or with both. 

CHAPTER XIX. 

OF THE CRIMINAL BREACH OF 
CONTRACTS OF SERVICE. 

490. Whoever being bound by lawful contract 
Breach of contract to render his personal service itt 
of service during a conveying or conducting any per- 
voyage or journey. son or an y property from one place 

to another place, or to act as servant to any person 
during a voyage or journey, or to guard any person 
or property duripg a voyage or journey, voluntarily 
omits so to do, except in the case of illness or ill- 
treatment, shall be punished with imprisonment of 
father description for a term which may extend to 
■' 42 
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one month, or with fine which may extend to one 
hundred Rupees, or with both. 

Illustrations* 

(<r) A, a palanqum bearer, being bound by legal contract to carry Z 
from one place to another, runs away m the middle of the stage. A 
has committed the offence defined in this Section. 

* 

(6) A, a cooly, being bound by lawful contract to carry Z*s bag- 
gage from one place to another, throws the baggage away, A has 
committed the offence defined in this Section. 

(c) A, proprietor of bullocks, being bound by legal contract to con- 
vey goods on his bullocks from one place to another, illegally omits 
to do so. A has committed the offence defined m this Section, 

( d ) A, by unlawful means, compels B, a cooly, to carry his baggage. 

in the course of the journey puts down the baggage and runs away. 

Here, as B was not lawfully bouud to carry the baggage, he has not 
committed any offence. 

It has been held by the High Court of Bengal that the words 
" during a voyage or journey 53 govern the whole of this-section, and 
therefore that breach of a contract to carry indigo from the field to the 
vats is not punishable under s. 49 0. (2 R. C. C. CR, 63, and see 5 
R. 0. C. CR. 29, 

11 This Section does not apply to servants hired by the month, and under 
a continuing implied contract to serve until the engagement is terminated 
by a month’s notice.” (Rulings of the Madras High Court, 1864 on L 460.) 

The first question under this and the two succeeding sections will 
be, whether the contiact was one by which the defendant was legally 
bound. Putting cases* of compulsion aside, the only doubt which is 
likely to aii«e upon this point is where the undertaking has been 
giatuitous. The law upon this point is long settled, viz. : that a 
party who engages gratuitously to perform a service cannot be com- 
pelled to undeitake it at all But if he do enter upon the perform- 
ance of the task, he is bound to complete it. Since a new consi- 
deration arises from the very fact that, by undertaking the duty, he 
has induced the other to rely upon his performance of it, and to en- 
trust him with its discharge. (2 Sm. L. 0. 193.) 

In^r recent case an action was brought against the stewards of a 
race eoursfc whose services were unpaid, for negligence in performing 
them, Jervia, C. J. m giving judgment said ; 

<4 The rule is well laid down in Smith’s Mercantile Law, p. 113, where iff 
is said, that there is a difference between the principal’s rights against 
a remuneiated and against an nnremun erated agent. The former having 
once engaged, maybe compelled to proceed to the task which he has 
undertaken ; the latter cannot, for his promise to do so being induced 
py no consideration, the rule esc nudo pacto non oritur actio applies. But 
commence his task, and afterwards be guilty of mfteonduet itt 
it, he will, though unremunerated, be liable for the damage so 
.^^OBed : since, by entering upon the business, he has prevented the em- 
R 6tter <l ua hfied person; This passage applies to prin- 
zoning is applicable here.” (Butte v, West, 22 W, 
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The only grounds upon which an excuse is admitted under this 
section are in the case of illness or ill-treatment, though in s. 492 a 
further exception is introduced in favour of any other reasonable ex- 
cuse.” A servant would therefore be liable who ran away on a jour- 
ney at the approach of a tiger, or who refused to go on board a ship 
in a hurricane, or to travel through a district where cholera was raging. 

A refusal to pay wages actually due would not come under this 
head of ill-treatment, but would operate as a severance of the contract. 
But no refusal to give an advance would justify a servant in break- 
ing off his engagement, unless such advance formed part of the 
contract. 

The word c< voluntarily” (see s. 39, ante p. 25) will protect the 
servant in cases where he has been prevented carrying out his engage- 
ment by accident, fraud, mistake, or superior force. It will be neces- 
sary to show that he broke his engagement, intending to do so at the* 
time. (Riders. Wood. 29 LJ. MC. 1. See 1 LR. QB. 424.) 

A different question would arise, where the evidence showed that 
the defendant had voluntarily left his service, but under a bond fide 
belief that he* was justified in doing so. In some recent cases upon 
somewhat similar statutes m England, it had been suggested that a 
bond fide and reasonable belief, that the paity was justified in his 
act was an answer to the criminal charge, (Ashmore v . Horton. 29 
LJ MO. 13. Willett v % Boote. 30 LJ. MC. 6. Youle v. Mappin 
ibid. 234.) But in a later case upon the point, where the question 
directly arose, this doctrine seems to have been over-ruled. There 
the defendant had been apprenticed. Hi9 master died, and the trade 
was carried on by the widow and executrix. The apprentice was ad- 
vised by an attorney that the death terminated the apprenticeship* The 
justices were of opinion that it did not, and convicted him for absent- 
ing himself without lawful cause. On appeal the conviction was 
affirmed. Martin, B. said, 

** This has been treated as entirely a criminal proceeding. I doubt very 
much whether that is its true character. It seems to me nothing more than 
a provision by the legislature for the purpose of enforcing certain civil 
rights. The legislature may have reasonably taken into consideration in- 
stances of persons againsb whom it would be idle to bring an action. The 
legislature may very reasonably and truly have said, this is entirely a civil 
case ; but it is not a contract to be enforced in the oidmavy tray by*a civil 
action. We therefore will take a more summary way of doing- it, aud will 
treat thU civil contract as a matter punishable, not strictly criminally,, bat 
as a way of enforcing the performance of the contract. The question is, is 
it any answer to his wilfully and deliberately acting contrary to that which 
thelawbyhis own contract imposed upon him, that he was advised by a 
person to do so and so ? It seems to me that would be contrary to bom- 
mon sense. If a person wilfully, knowingly and designedly does that which 
is done iu this case,* he must take the consequences ;and one consequence 
is, that by Act of Parliament Justices have jurisdiction to punish him in 
a sense, that is in the sense, it appears to me, to compel him to perform 
his oon tract.” (Cooper u. Simmons. 31 L, J. M. C. 138. 144.) 

In the section now under consideration, and in s. 49Ithe offeme 
consists simply in the $i voluntary omission” to do that which the 
has contracted to do, and therefore the above observations 
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seems to be exactly in point. Under a, 492 the words “ without 
reasonable cause” are introduced* and therefore in indictments under 
that section the argument may still prevail, that the party had rea- 
sonable cause to believe that bis service had come to an end, or 
that he was justified in quitting it. 

Where the contract of service is a continuing one, the servant may 
be punished from time tD time for refusing to serve under it. The con- 
tract is not terminated by indictment and punishment. (Unwin r. 
Clarke. 1 LE. QB. 417. The contrary however appears to have been 
ruled in Bengal. 2 R. J & P. 24.) 

Explanation . — It is not necessary to this offence 
that the contract should be made with the person for 
whom the service is to he performed. It is sufficient 
r if the contract is legally made with any person, either 
expressly or impliedly, by the person who is to per- 
form the service. 

Illustrations. n 

A contracts with a Pak Company to drive his carriage for a month. 
B employs the Dak Company to convey him on a journey, and during 
the month the Company supplies B with a carnage which is driven by 
A. A in the course of the journey voluntarily leaves the carriage. 
Here, although A did not contract with B, A is guilty of an offence 
under this Section. 

491 Whoever, being bound by a lawful contract 

Breach of contract t0 attelld 011 0 * to , SU PP l J the Wants of 

to atteiid on and any person who by reason of youth, 
of helpless peMona^ of uns oundness of mind, of of .a 
disease or bodily weakness, is helpless 
or incapable of providing for his own safety or of 
supplying his own wants, voluntarily omits so to do, 
shall be punished with imprisonment of either de~ 
scrijrtion fora term which may extend tothree months, 
or with fine which may extend to two hundred Ru- 
pees, or with both. 


This section is still more remarkable than the preceding, as it con. 
tains no exception whatever, not even illness or ill-treatment. The 
latter may perhaps have been designedly omitted, lest a beaiw might 
plrad as an excuse for abandoning his infant charge, that the latter 
tad boxed his ears or kicked his shins. But why is ilipesanot' allow- 
^ suggested, that a person does not voluntarily omit 

^ whjoh he omits in consequence of illness. But, {f so, why waa 
introduced into s. 490? 

b6iug bound by lawful contract 

SMjs 1 X ' I ** 
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Breach of a con- * n siting to work for aBofcker person 
tract to serve at a as an artificer, -workman, or labourer, 

whichAe'^van? for a P eriod not . more than three years, 
is conveyed at the at any place within British India, ip 
master s expense. w hi c h, by virtue of the contract, he has 
been or is to be conveyed at the expense of such 
other, voluntarily deserts the service of that other 
during the continuance of his contract, or without 
reasonable cause refuses to perform the service which 
he has contracted to perform, such service being 
reasonable and proper service, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term not 
exceeding one month, or with fine not exceeding* 
double the amount of such expense, or with both ; 
unless the employer has ill-treated him or neglected 
to perform the contract on his part. 

This section only applies to cases where the service is to he per- 
formed at some place different from that in which the defendant, re- 
sided at the time the contract was made, farther, it only applies to 
cases of written contracts, and therefore the party can only be charged 
for breach of something contained in the writing. Oral evidence will 
be admissible to explain the meaning, or to identify the object of the 
contract, but not to add to or vary its terms. (1 Sm. L. 0. 28$.) 

It will be observed that by this section it is required that the 
contract , not merely the particular thing which the defendant promised 
to do* should be in writing, otherwise no prosecution can be instituted 
for its breach, Similarly the English Statute of Frauds provides, that 
in case of certain contracts no action should be allowed tf unless the 
agreement upon which such action should be brought, or some note or 
memorandum thereof shall be in writing.” Upon this Statute it has \ 
been long ruled that, “the term agreement comprehends contracting 
parties, a consideration, and a promise ; all these must therefore ap- 
pear in the writing*” (Smith Merc. L. 469.) As Mr. Justice Grose 
said in Abe leading case upon the subject, (Wain v. WarltSrs 5 
East lft 

“What is required to be in writing is the agreement not the promise. 
Now the agreement is that which is to show what each party is to dfror 
perform* and by which both parties axe to be bound, and this is ragged 
to be in writing. If it were only necessary to show what one of them was 
to do* it would be sufficient to state the promise made' by the defendant 
who was to be charged with it. But if we were to adopt this construction, 

St would be the means of letting in those very frauds and perjuries which 
St was the object of the statute to prevent* for, without the parol evidence, 
the defendant cannot be charged upon the written contract, for want of a 
consideration in law to support it.” 

1m the present Code the word used is contract not agreement. But 
the words is identical. And the policy of both sec- 
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tions is obviously the same. The object; of requiring the contract to 
be in writing, is to pub its terms beyond "dispute, and to enable the 
CouTt to be certain whether it has been broken or not. If the names 
of the contracting parties were omitted, it might be that the defendant 
had never been bound at all, or that ha had been bound to a different 
person, and had fulfilled his engagement with him. So, if the nature 
of the employment, or the place at which it was to be performed were 
left out, it might be that the workman was willing to do all that he 
had agreed to do, but that his employer was trying to force him to do 
something different. But it is by no means so clear that the con- 
sideration can be said to form part of what the workman had 
contracted to do. It represents what the other party has contracted 
to do in return for his services. It may be that without proof of con- 
sideration the wntten contract could not be enforced. But if the con* 
sideration existed, the contract would not be void for want of stating 
r what it was. Accordingly the inconveniences of setting out the con- 
sideration in guarantees under English law was found so great, that it 
has been expressly enacted that such statement should not be necessary* 
(19 & 30 Viet c 97, s. 3.) It certainly would be most advisable that 
contracts for labour should set out both sides of the agreement, so 
that the Court might see whether the employer had done what was in- 
cumbent on him- But it can scarcely be said that a person would not 
be “ bound by lawful contract in writing to work for another person/* 
through the writing did not set out the wages which he was to receive* 

The contract must be in writing, but not necessarily in one writing* 

u Provided the agreement he reduced to writing, it matters not out of how 
many different papers it is to be collected, so long as they can be sufficiently 
connected m sense. But this connection in sense must appear upon the 
documents themselves, for parol evidence is not admissible for the purpose of 
connecting them ” (1 Sm. L C. 28 S.) 

Therefore if one letter contained an offer of a particular service on 
particular terms, and this offer were accepted by a letter which refer- 
red to the previous one, either expressly or by necessary reference, this 
would constitute a sufficient contract in writing. (Crane v Powell* 
4 L. R. C P. 133.) But it would be otherwise if the second docu- 
ment merely said, Ct I will accept your offer,” without any thing to 
show what offer was meant. 

Tlfe section speaks of the party <e being bound by lawful ^gjraot in 
writing,” which shows that the contract itself must have be^g written 
one. In this respect it differs from the Statute of Frauds, ^Lich was 
equally satisfied whether the agreement, or only a note or memorandum 
thereof, was in writing. Under the English Statute the Writing is 
only necessary to evidence the contract, not to constitute it* (I Sm* 
L. C 284 ) Under this section the writing seems itself to be the 
contract. Hence it seems doubtful whether the English * decisions 
..which rule that the Statute of Frauds is satisfied by any offer In writing* 
by the party to be charged, followed by a verbal acceptance by 
^fe g other party, will apply to s, 433. (Reuss v. Picksley 1 LB* Bx* 
Ajcritten. proposal is a note or memorandum of an 
h§$4\y be said to be a contract in writing, since it 
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wants the acceptance which is necessary to turn it into a contract* 
In no case would a written offer by the employer, followed by verbal 
acceptance by the servant, be sufficient. (Feltbouse v. Bindley 81 LJ- 
CP- 20*, 11 CB. NS. 869- 

Nothing is said of a signature. But as the defendant is to be 
11 lawfully bound by a contract in writing,” I conceive that the writing 
must contain something which, independently of oral evidence, will 
show that he had actually become bound, as for instance, his signature 
or mark. But wheie a contract began in the defendant’s own hand- 
writing, u I A. B. agree, See,/’ this was held to be a sufficient signa- 
ture, even under the Statute of Frauds which requires one, although 
a blank had been left at the bottom of the memorandum. (Knight v. 
Crockford. I Esp. 190.) But if from the form of the document 
it should appear that a future signature had been contemplated, 
but never appended ; as for instance, where the instrument ended 
u as witnesss our hands,” the meie insertion of the defendant’s 
name, in the body of the document, even in his own hand writing, 
would not be a sufficient proof that he had become finally bound, un- 
less there were some subsequent recognition of it as complete. Still 
less, where suCh an instrument was not in the defendant’s wilting at 
all. (Huberts. Treherne, 3 M & Gr. 734. 753.) 

Although the names of both parties must appear in the contract, it 
is only necessary that the party against whom it is enfoiced should 
have signed it, or should appear to be bound thereby. For the object 
of the sectiou is to protect the person against whom it is enforced, and 
where he has signed it, he canuot be subject to any fraud even though’ 
the other party has not signed it. (I Sm. L. 0. 285.) 

The Bengal High Court has held that a labourer caunot be punished 
twice for breach of the same contract. (2 R. J & P. 24.) I pre- 
sume this applies to cases where both parties have rescinded the con* 
tract. But where, after punishment, he chose to return and resume 
service under the same contract, I can see no reason why he should 
not be again punished for a second breach- Nor can I see why he 
should be allowed to rescind the contract, if his employer insists upon 
it as a continuing one. It has been expressly ruled in England that 
a labourer who has been punished for breach of contract, may be in- 
dicted again, if he refuse to carry it out at the expiration of his eim- 
prisonment- (LJnwin Clarke. L LR. QB^ 417.) 

CHAPTER XX. 


OF OFFENCES RELATING TO MARRIAGE. 
493. Every man who by deceit causes any woman 
who is not lawfully married to him, to 
ed > by bl * at raau C 'd^ believe that she is lawfully married to 
ei&fttiiy inducing hi m , and to cohabit or have sexual in- 
» o »w u te rcourse ’with him in that belief, shall 
be punished with imprisonment of 


Milt 
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either description for a term which may extend to 
ten years, and shall also he liable to fine. 

494. "Whoever, having a husband or wife living, 
.. . . marries in any case in which such 

during the life-time marriage is void by reason otits tak- 
of husband or -wife. i n g pl a ce during the life of such hus- 
band or wife, shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description for a term which may extend to 
'seven years, and shall also he liable to fine. 


Exception , — The Section does not extend to any 
person, whose marriage with such husband or wife 
has been declared void by a Court of competent ju- 
risdiction, nor to any person who contracts a marri- 
age during the life of a former husband or wife, if 
such husband or wife, at the time of the subsequent 
marriage, shall have been continually absent fyom 
such person for the space of seven years, and shall 
not have been heard of by such person as being alive 
within that time, provided the person contracting 
such subsequent marriage shall, before such marriage 
takes place, inform, the person with whom such mar- 
riage is contracted, of the real state of facts so far as 
the same are within his or her knowledge. 


The first requisite under thi3 section is to show that there Was 
a valid subsisting marriage at the tune of the second marriage. The 
law relating to marriages of persons, one or both of whom are Chris* 

* tians. and which are celebrated in India, is regulated by Act V of 1866* 
and by Stat. 14 and 15 Viet. c. 40 and Act V of 1852* See also 
$8 Geo. Ill, c. 84, modified by Act XXIV of I860, and 28 & 29 
Vic^ c. B4. Paxsee marriages are regulated by Act XV of 1865> W*d 
the re-marriages of Hindu Converts by Act XXI of 1866* As regards 
manages celebrated out of India, any form of marriage which is proved to 
be valid by the law of the country where it took place is valid all over 
the world, (See Armitage v. Armitage, 3LK. Eq, 343.) Eor in* 
stance 3 where it appeared that the parties had lived together for five years 
in Virginia, and had been received in society as man and wife ; and that 
by the law in force in Virginia at the time the cohabitation began, »0 
“jious ceremony was necessary to the validity of a marriago, ttOr 
^any registry of marriages required to be kepfrj tfwia^held that 
a&tituted sufficient evidence of a marriage. (Eoo^V r Booker* 
“iat 42. Limerick v. Limerick 32 L. J. Mht Patrickson v. 

D. 86.) And every fair presumption will b* 
' pf the. marriage where both the partial 
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have bond fide believed themselves to be married. Therefore, where it 
was proved that a marriage followed by cohabitation had taken place in 
a Roman Catholic Chapel, the Court held that it must be presumed that 
the Chapel was registered, and that the registrar was present as requir- 
ed by Slat 6 & 7 Will IV. c. 85. (Sichel v. Lambert 33 LJ. P, 137.) 

“ Rut while the forms of entering into the contract of marriage are 
to be regulated by the law of the country in which it is celebrated, the 
essentials of the conti act depend upon the law of the country in which 
the parties are domiciled at the time of the marriage, and in which 
the matrimonial residence is contemplated.” (Per Lord Campbell, C. 
Brook v. Brook 7 Jur. N- S. 422.) Accordingly where a man married 
the sister of his deceased wife in Denmark, where such mairiages are 
valid, the mariiage was declared to be void in England, both parties 
being domiciled English subjects, and a marriage of that sort being 
absolutely forbidden by English Law. (Brook v, Biook sub. sup.) m 
And in the case of anv Christian an incestuous or polygamous marriage 
would be a nullity, wherever celebrated. (Story. Confl. L. ss. 85 — 89.) 

The statute 5 and 6 Will IV. c. 54 which declares marriages with 
the sister of.* deceased wife to be absolutely void in England, has 
been ruled not to extend to India, even within the Presidency towns. 
(2 Hyde 65.) But such marriages are invalid by the law of England 
even independently of the statute. (Reg. v. Chadwick. 11 QB. 173.) 
As regards persons, then, who have an English domicil, the statute 
forms part of that personal law which they carry about with them 
wherever they go. (Brook v. Brook, sub. sup.) And the same rule 
seems to apply even in the case of Native Christians married under 
Act V of 1865, since the “legal impediments” referred to in that Act 
appear to be legal impediments under the English law. (See sections 
17, 19 and 48, clause 2.) So also in marriage before a Registrar under 
14 and 15 Viet. c. 40, the certificate is not to issue if any “lawful 
impediment according to the law of England be shown.” (s. 2.) 

Section 494 only applies to those classes of persons to whom poly- 
gamy is forbidden, as otherwise the second marriage would not be 
void by reason of the continuance of the first. Therefore a Hindu or 
Mahometan man would not come under its provisions, but a Hiudu 
or Mahometan female would, since their law admits a plurality of wives, 4 
but not of husbands. (2 R. C. C. OR. 48.) With some of thfe Hill 
tribes, for instance the Todas on the Neilgherries, the case is just the 
opposite, each woman being the wife of all the brothers of the family# 

Where in the Bombay Presidency a custom was set up in the Ta- 
lapfla Koli caste that a woman might leave her husband, without hia 
consent, and contract a valid marriage with another man, the High 
Court held that such a custom, even if proved to exist, was invalid, 
as being entirely opposed to the spirit of the Hindu law ; that the second 
marriage was therefore invalid, and that the man who contracted it was 
punishable under $• 497- (2 Bomb. H* 0. 124.) But in that case it 
ms found as a fact that the prisoner did not believe that the woman 
imk ceased to be the wife of her former husband, (5 Bomb* H. C. 
CO- 18*) In a Madras case, where a custom was set up as existing 
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in Southern India, that a woman might divorce her husband for 
cause shown, such as impotence, drunkenness or misconduct, and 
then marry again, the High Court confined itself to saying that the 
custom had not beeu made out. (Carasoo Haehiar Government. 
OS. 62 of 1866.) 

The following case occurred lately in Madras. A Christian convert 
married a wife according to the rites of the Christian religion. He 
then relapsed into Hinduism, and married a second wife, a heathen, 
according to Hindu usages, his first wife being still alive.^ The Ses- 
sions Judge convicted him under s 494, but the conviction was 
quashed on appeal by the High Court. (3 Mad. H, C. Appx. 7 ; 4 Mad. 
H. C. Appx. 3) It was evident that if the prisoner had really come 
under Hindu law, then his second marriage was not void by reason of 
the former having taken place, since the Hindu law permits of poly- 
gamy. If however he still continued under Christian law, then his 
marriage according to Hindu ceiemoniai was a mere nullity, and the 
second marriage was void, from its mheient invalidity, and not by rea- 
son of the continuance of the former marriage. But in the converse 
case of a person already married becoming a Christian, an<Jthen marry- 
ing again, the criminality of the act would depend upon his previous 
religion. If he had been a Mahometan, his apostacy would dissolve 
the marriage union, and therefore the second marriage would be valid. 
(Baillie. Dig. 203.) But if he had been a Hindu, he could only re- 
r marry lawfully, after complying with the lequisitions of Act XXI 
of 186 S. 


The first proviso in the exception does not, I presume, exclude cases 
where a valid divorce may be effected without any judicial proceeding. 
For instance, the Mahometan law permits a divorce to take place under 
various circumstances, none of which call for judicial interposition. 
[Macuaghten, M. L, 59. 296.) Under Hindu law a woman may be 
divorced by her husband for adultery, and, in some of the lowest castes, 
the woman so divorced may marry again. (I Stra. H. L. 52. 2 . Mac. 
Hv L. 126.) According to the early Hindu law it would appear that 
even adultery had not the effect of severing the marriage tie, but that 
the husband was still under the obligation of maintaining his wife, 
though only upon a sort of starvation allowance. 12 Coleb, l)ijr. 
423-483.) 5 

Act XXI of 1866 provides for the case of native converts from 
Hinduism whose spouses remain heathens, and icfuse on account of the 
change of religion to continue cohabitation. 


As to divorce in the case of Parsees, see Act XV of 186$, as. 87*43 
and in the case of Christians, Act IV of 1 8 69. ’ 

* ■ In casea not coming within tha final proviso of the exception, all* 
i l ,?v ^ 15 necessary to make out a primd facie case,' is to prove the two 

* mspiage^, and that the first wife or husband was living,' when the 
v:*&6nd marriage took place. Of course it would be open to the de- 

^ a mifl take he supposed the first wife was 

\ cage a continual absence of seven years, ■■ t 

that the prosecution must make 
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affirmatively that the defendant knew of his wife’s existence at some- 
time during the seven years. (Reg. v . Curgerwen 1 LR. CC. 1.) 
The same rule appears properly applicable to s. 494. 

Where a period of less than seven years has elapsed between the 
date at which the first wife was last heard of and the second marriage, 
there is no presumption either that she was alive or that she was dead 
at the date of the second marriage. Her continued existence at that 
date is a fact, which must be made out by the prosecution like any other 
essential fact. Accordingly, where the parties separated in 1843, and 
the wife married again m 1847, and the Judge directed the jury that 
as there were no circumstances leading to any reasonable inference 
that the first husband had died, he must therefore be presumed to 
have been living at the date of the second marriage, this direction 
was held to be erroneous, and the conviction was set aside (Reg. v. 
Lumley. 1 LR. CO. 196.) 

495. Whoever commits the offence defined in the 

last preceding Section, having conceal- 
concealment of the ed from the person with whom the 
former mamage subsequent marriage is contracted, the 

from the person - , i » ° . t ut. 

with whom subse- fact ot the former marriage, shall be 
contracted 1 ia *" e ** punished with imprisonment of eith'er 
description for a term which may ex- 
tend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

496. Whoever, dishonestly or with a fraudulent 

intention, goes through the ceremony 
ny S g<me 8 through being married, knowing that he is 

with fraudulent not thereby lawfully married, shall be 
lawful maniage 1 * punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may ex- 
tend to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

497. Whoever has sexual intercourse with a 

person who is, and whom he knows or 
u flry ' has reason to believe to be the wife of' 
another man, without the consent or connivance of 
that man, such sexual intercourse not amounting to 
the offence of rape, is guilty of the offence of adultery, 
and shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to five 
years, or with fine, or with both. In such case the 
. wife shall not be punishable as an abettor. 

' High Court of Bengal has ruled that strict proof of the mar- 
, be given in eases under s. 497, beyond the evidence of the 
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husband and wife, even where the fact of the marriage is not denied* 
'(1 R, C. C. CR* 3. Circ. 8.) But I doubt the existence of any rule 
of law to this effect, unless there is reason to suspect that there never 
was a marriage. 

The belief of the defendant as to the woman being the wife of another 
is a question of fact. Where a husband brought a suit against his wife 
for restitution of conjugal rights, and a decree was given in his favour, 
leaving her the option either to return to her husband, or to pay him 
a sum of money, and she took the latter course after which the alleged 
adultery took place, it was held that the defendant might have believed 
the woman was free to re-marry and, if so, had committed no offence* 
(5 Bomb* H. C. 00. 17.) 

In a recent case in Calcutta, (Reg. v . Ward 1862) a question was 
raised in the course of the trial, as to the evidence necessary to estab- 
lish sexual intercourse. It was contended that the same proof was 
required as in the case of rape, viz., of actual penetration. (Ante, p* 
257.) The point was reserved, but it became unnecessary to decide 
it. It ia plain that the words in the explanation to s. 375 are limited 
to cases of rape, and also that the object of them was the same as in 
statute 9 Geo, IV. c. 74, s. 66, viz., to do away with proof of emission 
which used formerly to be requiied; the object of the provision is to 
limit, not to extend the evidence for the prosecution. I conceive tho 
rule will be exactly the same as it is in the Divorce Court, where in- 
tercourse is inferred from acts of guilty familiarity or even from op- 
portunities, sought for and created by the parties under circumstances 
which leave no reasonable doubt of criminal intention. Of course 
stronger evidence will be required under this Code than in the English 
Divorce Court, for the wife can be called as a witness agaiust the 
adulterer under s 497, whereas she cannot in a suit for dissolution of 
marriage* But her admissions or confessions out of Court will not be 
evidence against him. (Robinson v. Robinson 29 L, J. Mat. 178.) 

Another question arises as to the nature of the evidence which will 
amount to coment or connivance on the husband’s part. Tn the case 
of Allen v . Allen (3D LJ. Mat. 2.) the law upon this point was laid 
down as follows ; 


u Tw find a verdiot of connivance, you must be satisfied from the facts 
established in evidence, that the husband so oonnived at the wife’s adultery 
as to give a willing consent to it. Wae he, or was he not an accessary before 
the fact ? Mere negligence, mere inattention, mere duluass of apprehension, 
mere indifference will not suffice ; there must be an intention on his part 
that she should commit adultery. If such a state of things existed as would, 
in the apprehension of reasonable men, result in the wifefa adultery— whether 
that state of things was produced by the connivance of the husband* ©* 
independent of it — and if the husband, intending that tlie result of adzfiU 
v tery should take place, did not interfere when he might* h<ure so, to 
protect his own honor, he was guilty of connivance.” * 1 * 

Phis rule was almost literally followed by Sir Adam Bittleston 
‘kharga-to the jury, in Beg. v. Mohideen Lubbay, 3rd Madras" 
" 4, 18*62. He ended by saying “there must be a cor- 

a to awiit in the commission of a erime.*^ 
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But where the husband, after some angry discussion with his wife 
respecting the impropriety of her conduct, told her that she could not 
lead this life any longer, and that she must either give up her para- 
mour or give him up, and that she could not live with him any longer 
if she continued her intimacy with the former, after which she delibe- 
rately left her husband, with full knowledge on his part that she was 
going to join the adulterer, and without his making any effort to 
prevent it ; this was held not to amount to connivance. Sir C. 
Cresswell said, 

cannot construe that into a willing consent that the adultery should 
he committed. It is an unwilling consent, given because she would not com- 
ply with the condition that he insisted upon of giving up the impioper in- 
timacy. By connivance I understand the willing consent of the husband, 
that the husband gives a willing consent to the act, although be may not 
be an accessory before the fact ; that, although he does not take an active 
Step towards procuring it done, he gives a willing consent, and desires r 
it to be done. What this man desired was, not that the act should be done, r 
but that Bhe should not torment him by keeping up an intimacy of this 
character, and at the same time living with him as his wife, and that eh© 
should give up the one or the other,” (Mama Morris. 31 LJ. Mat. 69, 
Glennie v. Glennie 32 L. J. Mat. 17.) 

The Penal Code merely uses the word consent, not willing consent, 
but I conceive that the above construction must be put upon the term. 
An unwilling consent, is not a consent at all. It is simply a sub- 
mission to what is unavoidable. 

On the other band, evidence of merely passive acquiescence in a 
state of adultery, after full knowledge of it, and without taking any 
steps to procure redress, has been held to be evidence of consent, 
amounting to connivance, so as to disentitle the acquiescing party 
to a divorce* (.Boulting v. Boulting. 33 LJ* Mat. 33.) Because a 
divorce is only granted when the applicant is feeling and suffering 
under a sense of wrong, when the complaint is preferred. But it may 
be questioned whether under the Penal Codean ex post facto acqui- 
escence can be used except as evidence of an acquiescence previous to 
the act. If there was no consent or connivance up to the time 
tbe act was committed, then the offence is complete, and it is difficult to 
see how it can be obliterated by any subsequent consent. 

This section is intended to protect the husband’s rights, and there- 
fore any consent or connivance which shows an abandonment By the 
husband of his claim to continence on the part oi his wife will bar an 
indictment, even though the consent or connivance be to a different 
adultery from that which is specifically charged. Therefore it is held 
that a consent to his wife’s adultery with one man is a bar to prooeed- 
ings in the Divorce Court against another man, or against the same man 
for a subsequent act of adultery. (Qipps e. Gipps 82 LJ. Mat* 78. 
88 LJ. Mat. 16L) This rests on the presumption tfiat an assent 
once given continues. But a case might occur where a sinful wife 
became reconciled to her husband, and resumed a life of chastity, while 
he resumed his efforts to protect her virtue, and then, I conceive, the 
r%ht to prosecute would revive. 

second prosecution be maintained against the same man for 

1 
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adultery with the same woman, she not having itt the meantime re- 
turned to her husband’s protection P The case actually arose in the 
4th Sessions of 1864, Bombay, and Rote /. directed the jury that 
the prosecution was maintainable, and that the former conviction was 
rather an aggravation of the offence. There the woman had left her 
home before the first conviction, and lived in the prisoner’s house the 
whole time he was undergoing his sentence, and the adultery complain- 
ed of in the second prosecution was committed in that house as soon 
as the prisoner was released. With great respect for the learned Judge 
I conceive that no prosecution was maintainable. As Lord Chelmsford 
said in the case of Gippsv. Gipps, (33 L* J. Mat. 169.) 

u It musb bo borne in mind that the offences of adultery is complete in a 
single instance of guilty connexion with a married woman. It is the first 
act which constitutes the crime, and though the adulterous intercourse between 
the parties should continue for years there is not a fresh adultery upon every 
n repetition of the guilty acta, although all and each of them may furnish evi- 
deuce of the adultery itself. Th e inference which I draw from this view of the 
subject is, that if a husband, having the right to divorce bis wife for adultery, 
abandons that right in consideration of a sum of money received from the 
adulterer, he can never afterwards be a petitioner for a divorce on the ground 
of his wife’s criminal intercourse with the same person,” 

It seems to be an equally legitimate inference that a husband, who, 
having a right to institute a prosecution for adultery, does so, and en- 
forces the full penalty of the law against the offender, cannot punish 
him a second time for a renewal of intercourse which inflicts no fresh 
injury upon himself. Of course it would be different if be had condon- 
ed the offence, and taken the wife'back again into his society. 


No charge of an offence under s. 467 shall be instituted except by 
the husband ot the woman. (Or- P. 0. s. 177. Act XVIII of 1862, 
s, 44.) And on failure of pioof that such is the case, the indictment 
shall be quashed, and the person accused shall be discharged. (Ibid, 
s. 46.) As to withdrawal of the charge by the husband, see ante 
p« 163. 


Enticing or tak- 
ing aFraff&F detain- 
ing with a flfftuinal 
intent a married 
woman. 


498. "Whoever takes or entices away any woman 
who is, and whom he knows or has 
reason to believe to be the wife of any 
other man from that man, or from any 
person having the care of heron behalf 
of that man, with intent that she may 
have illicit intercourse withany person, or conceals, or 
detains with that intent any such woman, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
/a term which may extend to two years, or with fine, 
^ejr with both. 

8.,Q®aaCe of taking away under this section is completed, though 
* ' Vjm* voluntarily away with the man, and even though ha 
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_ 1 If whilst the wife is living with her husband, a man knowingly goes away 
with her, in snch a way as to deprive the husband of his control over her, for 
the purpose of illicit intercourse, that is a taking from the husband within 
the meanings of the Section, The wife’s complicity in the transaction is 
no more material on a charge under this section than it is on a charge of 
adultery,*’ $fteg. v. Komarasawmy, 2 Mad. H C. 331.) 

The word 1 enticing* implies some blandishment or coaxing. 
Where the man and woman are perfectly agreed, the act of a third 
party who merely accompanies the woman from her husband’s house, 
amounts only to an abetment.” (Rulings of Mad. H. Ct, for 1864 
on s. 498, See also ante , p. 251,) 

In a more recent case, where the Madras High Court reversed the 
conviction, they said ; (4 Mad. H. Ct. 20.) 

li The words of the Section c conceals or detains* may and were we 
think, intended to be applied to the enticing and inducing a wif^to 
withhold or conceal herself from her husband, and assisting her to 
do so, as well as to physical restraint or prevention of her will or action. 
Depriving the husband of his proper control over his wife, for the 
purpose of illicit intercourse, is the gist of the offence, just as it is of 
the offence of taking away a wife under the same Section, (vide 2 
Mad. H. C. 331) and a detention occasioning such deprivation may be 
brought about simply by the influence of allurements and blandish- 
ments.” 

‘‘Here there is no reasonable evidence to show that the woman had 
not perfect freedom to leave the house, or that auy allurement or per- 
suasion was required or used to induce her to remain.** 

The taking away must be of a wife who is at the time living under 
the protection of her husband, or of some one acting on his behalf, 
though it is not nepessary that she should be actually residing in the 
same house with such person. Therefore a conviction was maintained 
when the prisoner had eloped with a wife from a house in Calcutta, 
hired for her by her husband, who was absent in Assam. The Court 
said, 

“We'cannot say as the Sessions Judge says, u that a wife is always 
the property of her husband, whether he is absent or present f but 
we think it quite clear that a wife living in her husband’s house, *r in 
a rouse hired by him for her occupation and at his expense, is during 
his temporary absence living under his protection, so as to bring the 
case within the meaning of s. 498, provided^ course that the defend-, 
ant knew, or had reason to know, that she* was the wife of the man 
from whose protection he took her, or on whose behalf the person 
from whom he took her had charge of her, and also provided that he 
took her with the intent specified in the Act. To hold otherwise 
would be to declare the worst cases of seduction not punishable under 
the fenal Code ” (1 R. 0. C. CR. 45.) 

The circumstance that the wife was being lodged or maintained at 
hear husband’s expense appears fo me quite immaterial, if she was 
lifta0 f at,the time under her husband’s control and protection, whether 
ho *wre present or absent; and the defendant took her away from that 
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control and protection. Suppose all the money belonged to, the wife, 
this could make no difference in the crime of seduction. 

Charges under this section are only to be instituted by the husband 
of the woman, or by the person having care of her on behalf of her 
husband. (Cr. P. C. s. 178. Act XY1II of 1862, 45* And see 
s, 46 ante, p 343 J As to the husband’s power to withdraw the charge, 
see ante, p. 153. 


CHAPTER XXI. 

OF DEFAMATION. 


499, Whoever by words either spoken or intend- 
„ . .. ed to be read, or by signs or by visible 

representations, makes or publishes 
any imputation concerning any person, intending to 
harm, or knowing or having reason to believe that 
such imputation will harm the reputation of such 
person, is said, except in the cases hereinafter except- 
ed, to defame that person, 


Giving a letter to be copied is a publication. (12 Hyde, 274.) 

Explanation 1. — It may amount to defamation to 
impute any thing to a deceased person, if the imputa- 
tion would harm the reputation of that person if liv- 
ing, and is intended to be hurtful to the feelings of 
his family or other near relatives. 

In order to bring within the term of this section defamatory matter 
relating to a deceased person, it wdl be necessary to show, not only 
that the deceased might have complained of it, but also that it was 
written or spoken with the intention of insulting his surviving relations* 
I cdhceive that these words <f intended to be hurtful, &c ” must bo 
taken as meaning an express and primary intention, as distinguished 
from a legal and implied intention. It would be indictable to rake 
up the vices of a dead man for the sake of deliberately wounding his 
family, but no statements, however injurious, would be criminal, if 
made in the course of a bond fide history or biography whose Subject 
was dead. As Lord Kenyon, C. J. said in the case orJEL 0. Topham. 
(4 T. ft. 122) , r 

** Now to say, in general, that the conduct of a dead person can at no rime 
, he canvassed $ to hold that even after ages are passed, the conduct of bad 
men cannot be contrasted with the good, would be to exclude 'the most use- 
. «n'|wrt of history, and therefore it must be allowed that such publication* 
may be made fairly and honestly. But let thiB be done whenever it may* 
the death of the party, if it be done with a mala. 

of the deceased, and with a view to 
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injure his posterity, then it is done with a design to break the pease, and 
then it is illegal,” 

It is to be observed that throughout this Chapter the offence of do- , 
famation depends upon the injury to the individual affeeted by the ca- N 
lumny* and not, as in the English law, upon any supposed tendency of 
the act to bring about a breach of the peace. (Report 1837, p. 94.) 

Explanation 2. — It may amount to defamation to 
make an imputation concerning a company or an as- 
sociation or collections of persons as such. 

The point referred to in this explanation wa3 much discussed in the 
recent Nil Durpan case in Calcutta, where one of the questions that 
was argued was, whether a libel upon the Indigo Planters was an in- 
dictable offence, on account of the indefiniteness of the class libelled. ^ 

' According to English law, hbels upon a body of men were indictable, 
where they applied to the entire body, 90 that any individual of that 
body had a right to consider himself assailed, or where the tendency 
of the libel was to create a breach of the peace by exciting public in- 
dignation against a particular class. In the latter case however the 
offence consisted, not in the defamation of the individual, but in the 
seditious results which were likely to be brought about. 

For instance, where the libel in its terms only referred to H An East 
India Director,” and was charged as being a libel on the East India 
Company, the objection wa3 taken that this was not a libel against all 
the directors. The Court held that under the circumstances of the 
case it must be taken to be a reflection upon the whole body, and that 
this was a question of fact to be determined iu the trial. As one of 
the Judges said, 

* 9 As it points out none in particular, it must reflect upon all, and create a 
distrust of them in, the public ; and therefore I think the rule ought to be 
made absolute, and it wilt bef'JV the jury's consideration whether it 7 effects upon 
all the Company? (R. v, Jenour, 7 Mod. 400.) 

The same principle was applied in the case of R. v, Williams, where 
the libel affected the entire body of Clergy in Durham. (5 B and A. 
590.) But where the libel clearly only related to some of a clas§, and 
there was nothing to show who the persons referred to were, it was 
held that even after verdict the conviction was bad.^ The Court said, 
u the writing must descend to particulars and individuals to make it 
a libel ; M (R. v. Orme 3 Salk, ni, 1 Ld. Baym. 486) that is, 
understand the words, the writing must be capable of being applied to 
specific individuals, either as being expressly referred to, or as being 
members of a class the whole of which Was stigmatised. (And see Le 
Fanu o* Maloolmson 1 H. L. 637. Eastwood v. Holmes 1 F and F, 
S47*) This would seem to have been the ground of the decision, 
in the Nil Durpan case. There the pamphlet said, u I present the 
Indigo Planter's mirror to the Indigo Planter's bands. Now let 
gftey one of them, having observed his face, erase the freckle of the 
! sMig of selfishness from his forehead/' Upon these words Sit B. 
Peacock ifr reported to have observed ; 
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“ This certainly appears to me to ropreseut to the Indigo Planters, that if 
they look into this paper they Would see a true representation each of him* 
self. Is not this a refleetion^on a certain class ? Each of them was to look at 
it to find his own picture 

And again the Chief Justice said, 

“It is unnecessary to decide in this case which of the Indigo Planters was 
alluded to in this publication, because every one of them is asked to look 
into the mirror. Any one of them could say — ‘I am one of the men alluded 
to, and I have thereby suffered damages which I wish to recover.’ Then 
comeB the question as to the class itself. Is this Court to be inundated with 
suits from each individual member of that class ? Has not the class itself 
a right to be protected in a criminal prosecution, to obviate the necessity 
of each party suing separately ? I therefore think the class has been suffi- 
ciently described.*’ (Sup. Court, Calcutta, July 24, 1861 ) 

Where the particular individuals aimed at in the defamatory writing 
were not expressed, and could not be ascertained, the publication of 
cihe writing was still indictable, if it had a tendency to create sedition 
or disturbance. In one case the writing stated that a murder had 
been committed by several Jews, who had recently arrived from Portu- 
gal, and who lived near Broad St. in London. It was shown that in 
consequence of this libel several Jews who answered thfc description 
had been assaulted. Here also the objection was taken that no par- 
ticular Jews were specified, and that the charge could not be taken as 
pointing to any definite class. The Court said, 

“Admitting an information for libel may be improper, yet the publica- 
tion of this paper is deservedly punishable m an information for misaemean* 
our, and that of the highest kind ; such sort of advertisements necessarily 
tending to raise tnmult& and disorders among the people, and inflame them 
with a universal spirit of barbarity against a whole body of men, as if guilty 
of crimes scarce practicable, and totally incredible.” (2 Swanst. 508 note.) 

The case of B. v, Burdett (4 B. & A. 314) where the indictment 
merely stated that the libel was published of and concerning ceiiam 
troops , was also a case of a seditious libel, and the decision rested on 
the ground that the publication tended to excite disaffection against 
the Government. 

The original draft of the Penal Code contained a clause, (s. 113) 
which rendered punishable the attempt to excite disaffection to the Go- 
vernment by either words or writing. This section was referred to by 
the original Commissioners (Beport 1837, p. 104) as covering the 
cases just mentioned, where an imputation was not defamatory, but was 
seditious. This section is omitted in the corresponding Chapter of tho 
present Code, (Chap. VI) which l elates to offences against the State, 
and no provision has been inserted in its place. X have reason 
believe that the omission of the clause from the Code was due to an 
oversight, and that legislation is contemplated to supply the defect. 

It seems to me that the effect of Explanation 2 is to leave the law 
just as it has hitherto been laid down by the English authorities. It 
is equally defamation to assail any person, or any Company, association, 
or collection of persons. But in either case, the persons affected must 
be' ascertained or ascertainable. It would be defamation to libel all 
the ndssionflries, all the doctors, or all the Brahmins of India. But 
I conceive th#t ft'salire would not be indictable, which merely held up 
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to reprobation the supposed misconduct of certain undefined individuals 
of those classes, provided the individuals were not represented, as being 
either co-extensive with the entire class, or fair specimens of the • 
entire class. If the imaginary personage is merely put forward as 
a type of some undefined portion of the class, no individual has been 
libelled, nor has any class been libelled. It would be defamatory to 
say that all doctors were quacks, that all missionaries Were immoral, or 
that all Brahmins were dishonest, but a fiction would not be libellous 
because it introduced an ignorant physician, an adulterous chaplain, 
or a scheming sheriatadar. 

Explanation 3. — An imputation in the form of an 
alternative, or expressed ironically, may amount to 
defamation. 

Explanation 4. — No imputation is said to harm'' 
a person’s reputation, unless that imputation directly 
or indirectly, in the estimation of others, lowers the 
moral or -.intellectual character of that person, or 
lowers the character of that person in respect of his 
caste or of his calling, or lowers the credit of that 
person, or causes it to be believed that the body of 
that person is in a loathsome state, or in a state ge- 
nerally considered as disgraceful. 

Illustrations' 

{a) A says — M Z La an honest man ; he never stole B’a watch in- 
tending to cause it to be believed that Z did steal B’s watch. This is 
defamation, unless it fall within one of the exceptions. 

(b) A is asked who stole B’s watch. A points to Z, intending to 
cause ib to be believed that Z stole B’s watch. This is defamation, 
unless it fall within one of the exceptions. 

(c) A draws a picture of Z running away with B’s watch intending 

it to bo believed that Z stole B’s watch. This is defamation, unless it 
fall within one of the exceptions. ^ 

This section is a tremendous advance upou the English Criminal 
Law. Under the latter system, mere words, not reduced to writing, 
will not support an indictment, unless they tend to produce some pub* 
lie injury, as by being seditious, or grossly immoral j or by being 
uttered to a Magistrate in the execution of his duty, which brings the 
administration of justice into contempt ; or by being spoken as a 
challenge to fight a duel, which leads to a breach of the peace, 
(Arch. 740.) The law in respect to written defamation was stricter, 
though hardly even so strict as the present section, ami yet the prac- 
tical enforcing of it has been found to be wholly impossible. Even at 
civil law, oral defamation was not actionable, unless it charged the 
plaintiff with an offence punishable at law, or imputed to him some 
contagious disorder which would exclude him from Society, or ascribed 
fo him misconduct or incapacity in his trade or profession, or unless 
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some special damage could be shown to have arisen from it. (Broom. 
Com. 7G2.) Under the present Code, however any random dinner- 
table sarcasm may be treasured up and made the subject of an indict- 
ment. It is obvious too what fatal facility for malicious charges such 
a law as this will produce. It will only be necessary to get one or 
two witnesses to swear to the use of a disparaging remark. Contra- 
diction will be impossible, corroboration will be unnecessary, and us 
the charge implies nothing morally degrading, the shield of character, 
which in so many cases 13 the best protection against false accusations, 
will be worthless. It is not too much to say that ii the law of defa- 
mation as laid down in this Code were to be carried out, the whole 
population of India would appear monthly at the dock. 

- The languages of e. 499, which speaks of words spoken or intended 
to be read, and of making or publishing an imputation, would seem at 

„ first to imply that an imputation not actually divulged might be indict- 
able, so that the mere finding of a letter in a man’s desk might make 
him criminally liable. This however is not in my opinion the mean- 
ing of the clause. The definition contemplates two classes of people, 
those who produce slander, and those who promulgate the slander of 
others. But in neither case is there any slander at all, till £he defamatory 
'words have been communicated to some one else, or at all events 
placed in course of communication, so as to be beyond the control of 
the them. Hence the mere writing of a libel is no of- 

fence, tot it may never be known to any one but the writer, and till it 
is known, it is no more an imputation against any person than it was 
while the thoughts remained m his own breast. But the mere deliver- 
ing over, or pairing wiih the libel, with the intent to scandalise another, 
is such an uttering or publishing of the defamatory matter as makes 
the offence complete. Accordingly the fact of posting a letter amounts 
to a publishing, and it makes no difference whether the letter was open 
or sealed. (Reg v, Burdett, 4 B. & A. 143, 144.) Giving a letter to 
be copied ia a publication. [2 Hyde 274.) Sending a libel to a man’s 
wife is a sufficient publication, (\Veuman v. Ashe 2 2 LJ. CP. 190. 13 
CB. 836.) but it is not so where the libel is only sent to the party him- 
self. (Phillips v. Jansen. 2 Esp. 624.) 

The act must be done with the intention to harm, or the knowledge 
that Jiarra would follow. No evidence will be required upon this point, 
where the words aie themselves defamatory. As Holroyd, J. remark- 
ed, in the case of Reg. v . Harvey, (2 & C. 267.) 

« If the matter published was in itself mischievous to the public, the very 
act of publishing is primd facie evidence to show that it was don emaloanimo, 
for when a publication having such an injurious tendency is proved* it is 
intended to have been done with a malicious intention, bocause the principle 
of law is, that a party must always betaken to intend those things and those 
effects which naturally grow out of the act done. If, therefore, the effects 
naturally flowing from the act of publishing the libellous matter in this case 
were mischievous to the public, it follows, that the Judge was bound to tell 
thej ury that malice was, by law, to b e inferred ; and that having been proved, 

- which, according to the principles of law, made inference of malice necessary, 
the onus of rebutting that inference was cast upon the defendant.** 

M# lice, however, may be disproved by the defendant. He may show* 
that the wotdp do not in fairness bear tho moaning put upon them ; 
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or that they are explained, and cleared from their invidious construc- 
tion by some other part of the same writing. And for this purpose, 
and conversely, for the purpose of showing malice, ihe whole of the do- 
cument, whatever it may be, must be read together. (Arch. 667.) 

First Exception . — It is not defamation to impute 
any thing which is true concerning 
any 1 * 1 trath “which an y person, if it be for the public good 

the public good that the imputation should be made or 
OT 3 pubhshed. inade published. Whether or not it is for 
the public good is a question of fact. 

The truth of an accusation will not always be in itself a sufficient 
defence. Private life ought to be sacred, and where no advantage is to 
be derived from publishing abroad the vices of another, the fact that., 
those vices exist will not justify the act. But there arB certain cases 
in which a man’s private sms are a matter of public concern. It would 
be lawful to publish the infidel opinions of a clergyman, though not of a 
physician ; t£e adulterous practices of a physician, though not of a 
barrister. These are matters in which the private vice becomes mate- 
rial, a9 affecting the discharge of a public duty. (See Kelly v. Tinling. 
1 L 11, Q,B. 699.) This section however is wholly unnecessary, since 
it is included in the Ninth Exception. Every case protected under 
Ihe Birst will also be protected under the Ninth Exception, but not 
vice versd, since under the former clause the truth of the imputation 
must be established, which is not necessary under the latter. 

Second Exception — It is not defamation to express 

Public conduct in good faith any opinion whatever 
of public servants, respecting the conduct of a public 
servant in the discharge of his public functions, or 
respectinghis character, so faras his character appears 
in that conduct, and no further. 

Here again the law as laid down by the Code differs from the Eng- 
lish criminal law, though, on this occasion, on the side of lenity. By 
English law, you might criticise thJRacts of a public servant, but you 
might not disparage his character; you might say that particular 
eouduct was unwise, impolitic, or illegal ; but you might not say that 
the official behaved corruptly, maliciously, or treasonably, (See Bex* 
^ Lambert, cited 1 Buss. 337.) 

Under the present Code, however, any language which rested upon 
inferences drawn from public acts would be privileged. 

The words “ in good faith” are defined by a. 52, (ante, p. 27) aa 
involving due care and attention. 

As to the burthen of proof, in cases where an imputation is justified 
on the ground that it was made in good faith, the following remarks 
of the original Commissioners may be cited with advantage. 

H Whether an imputation be or be not made in good faith is a question for 
the Courts of W The burthen of the proof will he sometimes on the person 
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pecting the character of such person, as far as his 
character appears in that conduct, and no further. 

Illustration** 

(a) A says—" I think Z’s evidence on that trial is so contradictory 
that he must be stupid or dishonest.” A is within this exception if 
he says this in good faith ; inasmuch as the opinion which he ex- 
presses respects Z’s character as it appears in. Z’a conduct as a witness, 
and no further. 

(4) But if A says—" I do not believe what Z asserted at that trial, 
because I know him to be a man without veracity — A is uot within 
this exception, inasmuch as the opinion which he expresses of Z’s 
character, is an opinion not founded on Z’s conduct as a witness. 

This section appears principally to aim at opinions expressed upon 
& case after its decision. The privilege of parties, counsel and wit- 
"nesses in judicial proceedings will probably come under the ninth 
exception. 

Sixth Exception . — It is uot defamation to express 
in good faith any opinion Respecting 
praformance? 11 ^ 10 the mer ^ s °f any performance which 
its author has submitted to the judg- 
ment of the public, or respecting the character of the 
author so far as his character appears in such per- 
formance, and no further. 

Explanation . — A performance may be submitted 
to the judgment of the public expressly or by acts 
on the part of the author which imply such submis- 
sion to the judgment of the public. 


Illustrations , 


(a) A person who publishes a book, submits that book to the judg- 
ment of the public. 

(5} A person who makes a speech in public, submits that speech to 
the judgment of the public. 

(<?) *An actor or singer who appears on a public stage, submits his 
acting or singing to the judgment of the public. 

{d) A says of a book published by Z~" Z’s book is foolish, Z must 
be a weak man, Z’s book is indecent, Z must be a maw of impure mind** 
A is within this exception, if he says this in good faith, inasmuch as 
the opinion which he expresses of Z respects Z’s character only so far 
m it appears in Z’s book, and no further. 


(e) But if A says — “ I am not surprised that Z’s book is foolish and 
decent, for he is a weak man and a libertine,” A is not within this 
ghion, inasmuch as the opinion which he express of 2?* character 
1 not founded on Z’s book. 

or distributed in public, come wjtefcln this ex- 
""Ucsp.ii. 

9$^, fit. Ife fiufilfc press may be pushed 




DEFAMATJOift. 


355 


was much discussed lately in the case of Campbell v, Spotiimood (32 
LJ* Q,B. 185 . *Z B. & S. 769,) There the plaintiff, who was the 
proprietor and editor of a religious paper called the British Ensign* 
had published a series of letters in which he strongly advocated the 
conversion of the Chinese, and as a means towards that end called upon 
the public to purchase 100,000 copies of the British Ensign. He 
also from time to time referred by name to persons who supported his 
paper, one of them in particular being a subscriber to the startling 
extent of 5,000 copies. The alleged libel was continued in an arti- 
cle in the Saturday Review, which embodied two distinct insinuations, 
first, that the subscription list was fictitious, and fabricated for the 
purpose of decoying genuine subscribers. Secondly, that the plaintiff 
Was putting' foiward religious aims and motives, solely for the pur- 
pose of selling his paper and filling his own pockets. The jury found 
a special verdict, that both insinuations were untrue, but “ that the 
writer of the article did believe the imputations in it to he well - 
founded.” 

Upon a motion to set aside the verdict, it was held ; first, that a 
writer in a public periodical has no other tight than that of any other 
person of fTfeely discussing the public acts or writings of another. 
Secondly, that although criticism of this sort is a man’s right, it is not 
his duty, in the sense in which it is a duty to speak unreservedly in 
giving a character to a servant, or m bringing the conduct of a subordi- 
nate to the notice of his official superior, and therefore that such 
criticism is not a a privileged communication.” Therefore, thirdly, that 
where the statements are in their nature defamatory, malice in law will 
bo assumed, and that whatever the intention or belief of the writer may 
have been, the only defence is to prove that the imputations are true. 
Had this article been made the subject of ,an indictment under tlie 
Banal Code, I imagine that the seepnd imputation might have been 
justified under the Sixth Exception, if the jury were of opinion that the 
letters commented on were fairly susceptible of the inference drawn 
from them by the reviewer ; but that no such justification could hare 
been advanced for the first imputation, since nothing in the letteis 
themselves could properly support the asseition that the alleged 
subscribers were mythical persons. 

Seventh Hxception — It is not defamation in a per^ 
son having over another any authority, 
ingoodXtH^t conferred, by law, or arising , 

person having law-*, ont of a lawful contract made with.’ 
0TW that other, to pass in good faith any 
censure on the conduct of that other 
in matters to which such lawful authority relates. 

Illustrations, 

A Judge censuring in good faith the conduct of a witness, or of an 
officer of the Court , a head of a department censuring in good faith 
those who are under his orddts ; a parent censuring in good faith a 
c hild in thd presence of other children > a schoolmaster* whose autho- * 

45 
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rity is derived from a parent, censuring in good faith a pupil in tha 
presence of other pupils ; a master censuring a servant in good faith 
for remissness in service ; a banker oensuring in good faith the cashier 
of his bank for the conduct of such cashier as such cashier — are with- 
in this exception. 

Eighth Exception — It is not defamation to prefer 
in good faith an accusation against any 
person to any of those who have law- 
ful authority over that person, with 
respect to the subject-matter of ac- 
cusation. 

Illustration. 

If A in good faith accuses Z before a Magistrate; if A in good faith 
complains of the conduct of Z, a servant, to Z’s master; if A in good 
faith complains of the conduct of Z, a child, to Z’s father— A is with- 
in this exception. 

Communications of this sort have been held to be privileged, even 
though the person addiesaed was not the official superior sf the party 
complained of, and had not the power to remove hhn, provided he 
was a person whose official position made it his duty to enquire into 
the alleged misconduct. (Harrison v Bush. 25 LJ. QB. 29, overruling 
in this respect Blagg v. Sturt. 10 Q. B. 899.) 

Where also a privileged communication has been made, in conse- 
quence of which an enquiry takes place, every thing that is said or 
written 5 on&jide and relevant to the enquiry, and in furtherance of 
it is equally privileged. (Beatson v. Skene 29 LJ. Ex. 430. 5 H 
& N. 838.) 

Ninth Exception . — It is* not defamation to mate an 
imputation on the character of an- 
other, provided that the imputation be 
made in good faith for the protection 
of the interest of the person making 
it, or of any other person, or for the 
public good. 

Illustrations. 

(a) A, a shopkeeper, says to B, who manages his business — 1 u Sell 
nothing to Z unless he pays you ready money, for I have no opinion of 
his honesty.” A is withm the exception, if he has made' this imputa- 
tion on Z m good faith for the protection of his own interest. 

(M A, a Magistrate, in making a report to his superior officer, casts 
, ah imputation on the character of Z. Here, if the imputation is made 
VW^ood faith and for the public good, A is within the exception, 

'SSkS** head will come the privilege of Counsel, to whom the 
» allowed in the conduct of a cause. As Holroyd, J. 
agauut St James Scarlett; 


Imputation made 
in good faith by a 
person for the pro. 
tection of his in- 
terest. 


Accusation pre- 
ferred in goo d faitli 
to a duly autho- 
rised person i 
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“No action is- maintainable against the party, nor consequently against 
the Counsel, who is in a similar situation, for words spoken m a course of 
justice. If they be fair comments upon the evidence, and be relevant to 
the matter in issue, then unless express malice be shown, the occasion jus-* 
tides them. If, however, it be proved that they were not spoken bond jide t 
or oxpress malice be shown, then they maybe actionable. At least our 
judgment m the present case does not decide, that they would not be so/* 
(Hodgson v. Scarlett, 1 B & A. 246.) 

An attorney acting as a counsel is similarly privileged, (Mackay t*. 
Ford, 29 LJ. Ex. 404. 5 H & N. 792,) and a vakeel in the Mofussil 
would come under the same rule. 

Nor can any words, however defamatory and libellous in themselves 
be made the ground of an indictment by English law, when used in an 
affidavit made in any judicial proceeding, or in a defence made by a 
party to suit. (Henderson v . Broomkead, 28 LJ. Ex. 350. 4 H, h 
N. 569. 1 B. k A. 240, 244.) 

The privilege of witnesses at a trial is even stronger, because they 
only speak in reply to questions put to them, which they cannot re- 
Suse to answer, and since there is an express remedy by indictmeut 
for perjury^if they say any thing which they know to be untrue. 
Hence it has been held in England that even an action for damages will 
not lie against a witness for any thing he said m his evidence, even 
though the statement be false and defamatory, and uttered maliciously, 
and without reasonable and probable cause for believing it to he true, 
and though the plaintiff has suffered damage in consequence of it. One 
result, as Jervis, C. J. pointed out, 

“ Would be this, that m a civil suit you would be trying a witness for 
perjury on the evidence of one witness, which you cannot do in criminal 
proceeding without the evidence of two.” (Bevis. v* Smith. 25 LJ. CP. 195.) 

And so it was held with regard to language used by a Oorone^ in 
addressing a jury, (Thomas v • Chirton 31 LJ. QB. 139, 2 B 
S. 475.) and by a county Court Judge, while trying a case, (Scott 11 
t?. Btansfield, 3 LB. Ex. 220,) , 

But the insertion of the words u in good faith” makes the rule more 
stringent under the Penal Code. Accordingly it lias been held in< 
Bengal that a charge will lie against a person for defamatory expres- 
sions used by him against his prosecutor, while he was a defendant 
in a criminal case, when those expressions were not used«wit^ u due 
care and attention.” (5 R. J. & P. 42.) 

It is singular that the right to publish with impunity a report of 
a Parliamentary debate,, which contains matter defamatory Orf an 
individual, should not have been established till qpite recently. It 
has now however been settled, that such a right does exist, on the 
sapae ground as that which justifies the publication of proceedings- 
in a Court of Justice, viz., the advantage of publicity to the, community 
at large* (Wason v • Walter, 4 LB. QJB* 73.) 

Tenth Exception . — It is not defamation to convey 
a caution, in good faith* to one person, 
against another, provided that suck 
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pewon to whom it caution. be intended for the good of 
the person to whom it is conveyed, or 
of some person in whom that person is 
interested, or for the public good. 

There are many occasions in private life, in which it is absolutely 
necessary to give one*s opinion freely of others, in a manner winch 
maybe very injurious to them. As Loid Ellenborough, 0. J, said* 
in a case which has already been frequently referred to, tHodgsou v. 
Scarlett.) 

t( The law privileges many communications* which otherwise might bo 
considered as calumnious,, and become the subject of an action. In the 
case of master and servant, the convenience of mankind requires that what 
is said m fair communication between man and man, upon the subjoct of 
character, should be privileged, if made bond fide , and without malioo. If, 
e however, the party giving thB character, kuows what he says to be untrue* 
that may deprive him of the protection whioh the law throws around such 
communications.” (1 B & A- 24 D.) 

And so the rule has been very recently laid down," that if the circum- 
stances bring the Judge to the opinion that the eona implication was, 
made in the discharge of amoral or social duty, or on the ground of an 
interest in the party making it with a corresponding interest in the 
party receiving it, and that the words which passed were delivered in 
the konest belief that the party was performing his duty in making the- 
communication, the Judge is to say that the action fails/ 1 (per Erie, 
C. J. Whitely v. Adams. 33 L. J. C. P. 89, 941. 15 CB. NS. 392. 
Cowles v. Potts. 34 LJ. QB. 247. Lawless v. Anglo-Egyptian Co. 
4 LB. QB. 2 52J 

And so 

H Words spoken bond fide, by way of moral advice, are privileged ; aa if * 
man write to a father, advising him to have better regard to his children, 
and using soaudalous words, it is only reformatory, and shall not bo intend- 
ed to be a libel. But if, in such a case, the publication should be In a 
newspaper, though the pretence should be reformation, it would be libellous/* 
*(RoBCoe 438, Stonervill v. Hawkins 2D LJ. CP. 131. ID CB. 583.) 

For in the latter case, the injury done by spreading the evil report* 
is greater than the object in view requires, And it is as well to observe* 
that the privilege extended to all such communications goes no fur* 
ther than necessity involves, That which it may be quite justifiable 
Id say or write to a particular person, will become libellous if spread 
abroad to the world. Even in the case of a member of Parliament* 
who publishes an amended version of his speech, he is liable for that, 
though he might have spoken the same words ia his place with impu** 
nity. (K. v. Fleet, 1 B & A, 384.) 

And so a printed letter by a clergyman, professing td warn his parish- 
oners against a new school, on the ground that the schoolmaster 
opposition to his authority, was held not to bo privileged, 
t^lhsn t>. Fowler 23 L. J. Ex. 152.) 

" ground, a letter stating the conduct of a dismissed ser- 
i amt; have been considered privileged, if it had been limit- 
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ed to a lecitel of facta, was held to have lost that privilege* inasmuch 
as it contained expressions about the plaintiff being a raving madman, 
and other expressions which were in the opinion of the Court excessive. 
(Fryer v. Kinnersley, S3 LJ. CP* 96. 15 CB NS. 423.) In England, 
where the occasion Justifies imputations, which are themselves defama- 
tory, the use of language more violent than is necessary is evidence of 
malice, but not conclusive, and if malice is in fact negatived, the privi- 
lege is not taken away. (Cowles v- Potts. 34 LJ. QB. 247. 250. 
Spill v. Maule. 4 LB, Ex. 2 ) But under the Penel Code such 
expressions would lose their privilege, if used without that u due care 
and attention” which is essential to “ good faith.” (See ante , p, 355.) 

500. Whoever defames another shall be punished 
■with simple imprisonment for a term 
aefamiw ntfor ^ch may extend to two years, or 
with fine or with both. 


501. Whoever prints or engraves any matter,. 

knowing or having good reason to 
graving matter believe that such matter is defamatory 
known to be de- c f an y person, shall be punished with 
simple imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

502. Whoever sells or offers for sale any printed 

sale of printedor f en S raved containing da_ 

engraved subatan oe famatory matter, knowing that it con- 
coutaimng defa. tains such matter, shall be punished 
with simple imprisonment for a term 
which may extend to two years, or with fine, or- 
with both. 


CHAPTER XXII. 

OF CRIMINAL INTIMIDATION, INSULT, 
AND ANNOYANCE/ 

503, Whoever threatens another with any injury 
to his person, reputation, or property* 
JET* or ^hs person or reputation’ of any 
one in whom that person is interested, 
with intent to cause alarm to that person, or to cause* 
that person to do any act which he is not legally 
b$und to do, or to omit to do any act which that 
fgjiaaa is legally entitled to do, as the means of 
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avoiding the execution of such threat, commits cri- 
minal intimidation. 

The word injury is defined by s. 44 (ante,' p. 26) as denoting any 
harm illegally caused to another. Therefore, .it will not be an offence 
to threaten another with an action or indictment, which might lawfully 
he preferred against him. Though if he obtained money by the threat, 
it would apparently be punishable under s. 38S, and a. SI 3. 

The .threat need not be directly addressed to the party whom it is 
intended to influence. It is sufficient although it is addressed to 
others, if it is intended to reach the ears of the party threatened, and 
is used, with any of the intentions stated in the section. (Rulings of 
Mad. H. C. of 18 S 5, on s. 5 06.) 

Explanation. — A threat to injure the reputation 
■> of any deceased person in whom the person threat- 
ened is interested, is within this Section. 

Illustration . 

A, for the purpose of inducing B to desist from prosecuting a civil 
suit, threatens to bum B’s house. A is guilty of criminal intimidation. 

504, "Whoever intentionally insults, and thereby 

intentional insult f ive8 P™™cation to any person in- 
with intent to pro- tending or knowing it to be likely that 
pMce. abreach ° fth9 suc ^ provocation will cause him to 
break the public peace, or to commit 
any other offence, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

505. Whoever circulates or publishes any state- 

ment, rumour, or report which he 
xepoTwith^ntent knows to be false, with intent to cause 
to cause mutiny or any officer, soldi er, or sailor in the- 
the Shte?&t gamat Army or Navy of the Queen to muti- 
ny, or with intent to cause fear oralann. 
to the public, and thereby to induce any person to 
commit an offence against the State or against, the 
public tranquillity, shall be punished with imprison- 
ment of either description for a term which may ex- 
tend to two years, or with fine, or with both. 

,506. Whoever commits the offence of criminal 
tymtimmt for intimidation shall be punished with im- 
CT faffi al h j ftm i fla - prisonment of either description for a 
bob. y term which may extend to two years, 
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or with fine, or with both ; and if the threat be > to 
cause death or grievous hurt, or to cause the destruc- 

if threat he to tion of any property by fire, or to cause 
cause death o* an offence punishable with death or 
grievous hurt, &e. transportation, or with imprisonment 
for a term which may extend to seven years, or to 
impute unchastity to a woman, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which 
may extend to seven years, or with fine, or with 
both. 

507, "Whoever commits the offence of criminal 

• ai "ntimi intimidation by an anonymous commu- 

Uatoouby 4 an aim- nication, orhaving taken precautionto 
nymous communi- conceal thename or abode ofthe person 
from whom the threat comes, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for 
a term which may extend to two years, in addition to 
the punishment provided for the offence by the last 
preceding Section. 

508. Whoever voluntarily causes or attempts to 

Act caused ty cause aii y person to do any thing 

inducing aperson which that person is not legally bound 
wU^bTSwd to do, or to omit to do any thing which 
aa6bj©ct of the he is legally entitled to do, by inducing 
divme displeasure. or ^tempting to induce that person 

to believe that he or any person in whom he is in- 
terested will become or will be rendered, by some act 
ofthe offender, an object of divine displeasure if he 
does not do the thing which it is the object of the 
offender to cause him to do, or if he does the thing 
which it is the object of the offender to cause him to 
omit, shall be punished with imprisonment of either 
description for a term which may extend to one year, 
or with fine, or with both. 

Illustrations . 

v (a) A sita dhuma at Z’s door with the intention of causing it to be 
believed that by so sitting he renders Z an object of divine displea- 
sure. A has committed the offence defined in this Section. 

(ft) A threatens Z that unless Z performs a certain act, A will hill 
* ime of A’a own children, under such circumstances thaf the killing 
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•would be believed to render Z an object of divine displeasure, A has 
•committed the offenoe defined in this Section, 

The words “ by some act of the offender** must be read with the 
verb “ become/* as well as with the verb <r be rendered otherwise 
the eloquence of a preacher who draws a double contribution at a 
charity sermon, by exciting the spiritual fears of his congregation, 
would be criminal It would be criminal for a clergyman to curse 
an offender from the altar, as used occasionally to be done in Ireland, 
within my memory. 

509. Whoever, intending to insult the modesty 
of any woman, utters any word, makes 
inSdtoins'St any sound or gesture, or exhibits any 
the modesty o* a object, intending that such word or 
W03IMn * sound shall be heard, or that sucK 

gesture or object shall be seen by such woman, or in - 
trades upon the privacy of such woman, shall be 
punished with simple imprisonment for a term which 
may extend to one year, or with fine, or with both. 

This section assumes the modesty of the woman, and an intention 
to insult it, therefore no offence will have been committed where the 
woman is of a profession or character which negatives the existence of 
scrupulousness. Nor I conceive would there be any offence, even 
though the woman were virtuous, if under the circumstances of the 
case the man bondjide and reasonably believed that his advances would 
be well received, and would lead to ulterior results. For in such a 
case bis intention would, be not to insult, but to solicit or excite. It 
is obvious too that each case must be judged of according to the degree 
of intimacy, and the rank of life of the parties- That which would be 
an insult to the modesty of a lady might be none in the case of her 
ayah. 


What is an u intrusion upon the privacy of a woman P* Tn the 
case of a Mahometan, or a Hindu female of rank, probably any chamber 
in which she is may be considered a place of privacy. With the Euro- 
pean this ^puld not be so, unless in Tooms to which males have no im- 
plied right of admission. But where the only overt act consists in 


such an intrusion, how is the intention to insult her modesty to be 
evidenced, or may it be assumed ? I fancy it may be assumed where 
the intrusion is so unlawful, and takes place under such circumstances 
that no other intention is fairly conceivable ; as for instance* if a man 
were to gain admission to a lady’s sleeping apartment, under eijrottm* 
‘ Stances which negatived an intention to steal. In other oases the 
VSw^tion would have to be proved by independent facts, as lor instance, 
conduct while there. * ; L 


appears 
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Misconduct in in any public place, or in any place 
public by a drunk- -which, it is a trespass in him to enter, 
en pei son. and there conducts himself in such a 

manner as to cause annoyance to any person, shall 
be punished with simple imprisonment for a term 
which may extend to twenty-four hours, or with fine 
which may extend to ten Rupees, or with both. 


CHAPTER XXIII. 

OF ATTEMPTS TO COMMIT OFFENCES. 


511. Whoever attempts to commit an offence,. 
Punishment for punishable by this Code with trans/ 
attempting to com- portation or imprisonment, orto cause 
SStSaCS such an offence to be committed, and 
stion or imprison- in such attempt does any act towards 
mea ' the commission of the offence, shall, 

where no express provision is made by this Code 
for the punishment of such attempt, be punished 
with transportation or imprisonment of any descrip- 
tion provided for the offence, for a term of trans- 
portation or imprisonment which may extend to one- 
half of the longest term provided for that offence, or 
with such fine as is provided for the offence, or with 
both. 

Illustrations, 


(a) A makes an attempt to sjbeal some jewels by breaking open a box, 
and finds after so opening the box that there is no jewel m it. He has 
done an act towards the commission of theft, and therefore is guilty- 
under this Section. 

(b) A makes an attemept to pick the pocket of Z by thrusting his 
hand into Z’s pocket. A fails in the attempt in consequence of Z’s 
haying nothing in his pocket; A is guilty under this Section. 

i * 

Prior to the completion of a crime three stages may be passed 
through. First, an intention to commit the crime may be conceived. 
Secondly, preparation may be made for its committal. Thirdly, an 
. attempt may be made to commit it. Of these three stages, the mere 
forming of the intention is not punishable under the Penal Code. 
, Nor ia the preparation for an offence indictable. u Between the 
^preparation for the attempt and the attempt itself, there is a wide 
difference. The preparation consists in devising or arranging the 
or measures necessary for the commission of the offence ; the 
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attempt is the direct movement towards the commission after the pre- 
parations are made* To illustrate : a party may purchase and load a 
gun, with the declared intention to shoot his neighbour ; but until 
some movement is made to use the weapon upon die person of hia in- 
tended victim, there is only preparation and not an attempt/* Ac- 
cordingly in the case which gave rise to the above remarks, it was 
held, that declarations of an intent to contract an incestuous marriage, 
followed by elopement for the avowed purpose, and sending for a 
Magistrate to perform the ceremony, did not amount to an attempt to 
contract the marriage. That there could be no atrempt until the par- 
ties stood before the Magistrate about to begin the ceremony. (Peo- 
ple u. Murray, cited 1 Bishop § 685. n. 3.) See illustrations c and d 
to s, 307. 

The real difficulty arises in determining where a given act, or act of 
acts, passes from a preparation into an indictable attempt. Possibly 
r there is greater difficulty in framing beforehand a definition which 
should apply correctly to any particular case, than in deciding correct- 
ly upon the case when it occurs. In America the rule has been laid 
down, “ that the attempt can only be manifested by acts which would 
end in the consummation of the offence, but for the intervention of 
ciicumstances independent of the will of the party/* 

So, where the servant of a contractor who was sent to deliver meat 
put a false weight into the scale, with the intention of appropriating 
the difference, but was detected in the act, it was held that he wae 
rightly convicted of an attempt to steal. Erie, C. J. said, u It is said 
however that the evidence here does not show any such proximate 
overt act as is sufficient to support the conviction for an attempt to 
steal the meat. In my opinion there were several overt acts, which 
brought the attempt close to completion. These weie the preparation 
of the false weight, the placing it m the scale, and the keeping back 
the surplus meat. It is almost the same as if the prisoner had been 
, sent with two aiticles, and had delivered one of them as if it bad been 
two. To complete the crime of larceny, there only needed one thing, the 
beginning to move away with the property/’ 

Blackburn, J. said, • 

I am of the *ame opinion. There is, no doubt, a difference between 
the preparation antecedent to an offence, and the actual attempt. But 
if the actual transaction has commenced, which would have ended in 
the mime if not interrupted, there is clearly an attempt to commit the 
crime. Then, applying that principle to this case, it is clear that the 
transaction which would have ended in the crime of larceny had com- 
menced here/* [Beg, t>. Cbeeseman. Leigh and Cave. 140- 145). 

A yery curious question arises in cases where the completion of the 
igirae has all along been physically impossible. Here a conflict of law a 
.exists. In England it has been ruled that a conviction for an attempt 
to steal from the person, or in a dwelling house was bad, when in fact 
V$NfC’;lvas nothing which could have been stolen, in the pocket into 
kand was thrust, or in the house which was entered, (Beg. 
P. 471. Beg. McPherson, 1 Deara. & 3. 107. 
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Johnson 34 LJ. MC. 24.) lathe two former cases, no doubt, 
the indictment stated that the goods actually were in the place where 
the attempt to steal was made, and in Reg. v. McPherson certain 
specific goods were named. Hence the prisoner would have been con- 
victed of doing something diffeient from what lie was charged with* 
Had all mention of specific goods b^en omitted, as it might have been, 
(Reg. 0 , Johnson. Lrigh & 13. 489) it is possible that a diffeient 
decision might have been arrived at. Still the language used seems to 
lay down the wide principle, that the crime which was attempted must 
have been possible. Cockburn, C. J. said 

u The word attempt clearly conveys with it the idea, that if the 
attempt had succeeded the o Hence charged would have been committed, 
and therefore the piisonei might have been convicted if the things 
mentioned in the indictment, or any of them had been there ; but 
attempting to commit a felony is clearly distinguishable fiom intend- 
ing to commit it. An attempt must be to do that which if success* 
ful, would amount to the felony chaiged; but here the attempt never 
could have succeeded, as the things which the indictment charges 
the prisoner with stealing hail been already removed. The jury have 
found him guilty of attempting to steal the goods of the piosecutor, 
but not the goods specified in the indictment. (I D 8c B. 202.) And 
again he said m the later case, (L Sc 0. 474.) 

There must be an attempt which, if successful, constitutes the full 
offence. Suppose a man were to go into a house without breaking and 
entering it, with intent to steal, and were to find the house empty, 
could he be convicted ?” 

On the oLher hand it has been ruled in America (1 Bishop § 675, 
676) that a man may be convicted of attempting to steal by thrusting 
his hand into an empty pocket, and the illustrations to $, BU are 
authoritative rulings that th^ Code is to be interpreted in the same 
way. (See too Reg v . Cassidy. 4 Bomb. H. C. Cr. 17, ante, p, 227.) 
As Mr* Bishop says, (1 Bishop § 682.) 

“ The doctrine on principle is, that if, in matter of fad, some cir- 
cumstance attends the particular instance, unknown to the offender, 
which circumstance is only special to the instance, and not ordinarily 
attending similar cases, the failure of the offeudei to do the thing 
intended, -through the inteivention of this cn cum stance, prevents not 
his act from bung indictable. It is then an attempt \ precisely as, the 
circumstance not intervening, it would have been an executed suh-i 
stuntive crime. Therefore also if the attempt consists in dischargi^ 
a ball from a gun into a dwelling house believed to be inhabited, yml : 
in truth no person is in the house ; or inflicting a wound on a man' 
who, unknown to the aggressor, is encased in armour ; or ifi sending 
a challenge to one whose principles will not^permit him to fight y or in 
administering poison to one who has already an antidote in his stomach ~ 
or in doing any other thing .which fails by r^son of some such casii'^ 
obstacles intervening, — the attempt is complete : since there is create* , 
tbs apparent insecurity against which the criminal law protects tt , 
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V But what are we to aay to the case put by Bramwell, B. (1 D & B* 
201) u suppose a man believing a block of wood to be a man who was 
his deadly enemy, struck it a blow intending to murder* could he be 
convicted of attempting to murder the man he took it to be?” 

I imagine that the answer to the question would depend entirely 
upon the circumstances of the case. If a person were to enter a 
man's house by night, intending to murder him, and were to fire at 
what he supposed to be his enemy, though it turned out to be only 
bis coat* it seems to me that the person firing would be moat justly 
convicted. But if a man in a jungle, seeing something move, which 
he supposes to be his enemy, fires at it, and it turns out that there is 
1 no human being near ; then I conceive that he could not Jbe in- 
dicted for an attempt to murder. In the former case, every circum- 
stance necessary for the commission of the crime is present* except one, 
r of whose absence the paity is ignorant. In the latter case no 
single circumstance is present. The person has the intention to com- 
mit a crime, but his act does not in any degree lead towards the com- 
mission of it, or even in that direction. 

It must be admitted, however, that cases may be^imagined in 
which the distinction would be narrow, and almost evanescent. It may 
/ he more rigorous logic to hold that an attempt has only taken place, 
‘ where the act done towards the commission of the crime would, if con- 
tinued, have terminated in the complete offence. But the view taken 
by the American and Continental jurists, (1 Bishop § 663) and by the 
authors of the Penal Code, is more conducive to public safety. 

From the foregoing remarks it will appear that, to constitute an 
attempt, there must be an intention to commit a particular crime, a 
commencement of the commission, and an act done towards the com- 
mission. Sometimes the act done may be innocent, except for the 
intention; as for instance, putting money into a man's pooket, in 
order to charge him with theft. (1 Bishop § 685.) Sometimes it 
may be criminal, as for instance an attempt to rob, commenced by an 
assault. But in either case, if the act is to be aggravated by the 
particular intent assigned, that intent must be proved, as being the 
essence of the offence, and though it may be presumed from the 
surrounding circumstances, it cannot be assumed. For instance, if a 
man is found in a house at midnight, it might under one set of cir- 
cumstances be the fair presumption that he came to steal ; under 
another set, that he came to commit adultery ; under a third set of 
circumstances, no presumption of any criminal intent might i 
Where a particular intent is charged, as constituting an attempt ’to 
commie a specific crime, it is not necessary that there should be any 
evidence of the intent besides the circumstances connected, the 
abortive act itself. But. unless those circumstances, coupled with tie 
other evidence, (if any) establish, not only some criminal intent, but 
the particular criminal intent which has been charged, the prisoner 
must be acquitted. 

Hence also, the particular intention must last until such an act has 
bee*r<fo&e, as would, by its union with the intention, constitute a 
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criminal attempt. But as soon as this stage has been reached, the 
criminal attempt is complete. Should the party then abandon the 
prosecution of the offence, from fear, fatigue, repentance, or anyjotber 
cause, he will still be punishable for the attempt. Tor instance, if a 
man goes to a place, armed, intending to commit a murder, but when 
he is there does not find his enemy, or having found him, shrinks from 
attacking him, this would not be an attempt. ([ D & B. 201.) So, if 
he went to a house with implements of house-breaking, intending to 
commit burglary, but on reaching the door heard cries of distress, and 
broke in to rescue the sufferer, this would neither be house-breaking, 
nor an attempt at it. But if a thief, having entered a house in order 
to steal, finds a dying man inside, and then gives up his criminal ob- 
ject, and remains in the house merely to assist him, he would still be 
indictable for an attempt to steal iu a dwelling house. (1 Bishop § 
366 664. 692.) And it has been so ruled in America, where, in cases 
of attempt to commit rape, the prisoner had voluntarily desisted before^ 
consummating bis object. (1 Bishop § 664. n. 6.) 

It has been held in England, that the delivery of poison to an agent, 
trith directions to him to cause it to be administered to another, under 
such circurtffetances, that (if administered) the agent would have been 
the sole principal felon, was not “an attempt to administer poison’* 
within the third section of 1st Viet. c. 85. (Williams case. 1 Den. 
C. C, 39.) In that case the agent had given immediate information 
against the prisoner. Had the case occurred in India, the indictment 
should, I think, have been for abetting, not for an attempt. A per- 
bou ought only to be indicted under s. 511, where the crime, if com- 
pleted, would have been his act, or one for which he would have been 
jointly responsible. 

Where a prisoner has been indicted for committing any offence* the 
Jury may find him not guilty of committing, but guilty of attempting 
to commit the offence under this section. (Act XVIII of 1862, s, 17.) 

An attempt to commit an offence punishable with whipping is not so 
punishable. (2 R. J and P. 272. 3 Bomb. H. C. Cr. 37.) Nor can 
a person who is convicted of an attempt to commit an offence under 
Chapters XII or XVII be subjected to extra-punishment under s. 75 
in consequence of a previous conviction under these chapters. This 
only applies to cases where both convictions have been punishable 
under those chapters. (Reg v. Moonesawmy, per Bittleston, 7 1st. 
Mad. Sessions 1865.) But on a second conviction for an attempt to 
commit robbery, whipping may be inflicted under cl. 9* s. 4 of Act VI 
of 1864. 
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CRIMINAL PLEADING. 


I. Indictment*, 

U Form of. 

2. Joinder of Offences. 

3. Joinder of Defendants. 


II. Demurrer. 

III. Fleas. 

1. Want of Jurisdiction. 

2, Not Guilty. 

8. Previous Acquittal, 

4. Previous Conviction. 


The object of an indictment is to inform the judge of the offence 
which he has to try, and the prisoner of the charge which he has to 
meet. It is necessary therefore that the indictment should upon its 
face contain such statements as amount to a criminal offence, other- 
wise the indictment might be fully proved, and yet no crime be estab- 
lished* No necessary ingredient can be supplied by evidence, if it 
lias not been alleged in the indictment, for if such looseness were al- 
lowed, the prisoner would be convicted, not upon the facts with which 
he had been charged, but upon something in addition to them. (Arch. 
43. Beg. v. Bichmond, 1 C. & IC. 240 ) Accordingly in a case 
before the Supieme Court, where the prisoners were indicted under 
9 Geo. IV. c. 74. s, 69, which makes it an offence to decoy 
children from their parents by foice or fraud, and the indictment 
contained no allegation that either force or fraud had been employed, 
it was held that no conviction could be had. (Keg. v , Habeeb Sab, 
2nd Madras Sessions I860.) ’A further reason is, that if no such 
accuracy were iequirerl, the Court of Appeal would be unable to ascer* 
tain by an inspection ofthereooid whether any conviction could legally 
ensue, "and whether the punishment awarded was warranted by tho 
crime. Not only must an offence be alleged, but the particular 
offence must be stated, otherwise the indictment will not inform the 
prisoner of the charge against him with sufficient accuracy to put him 
upon his guard. It is not sufficient to asseit that he robbed, cheated 
or defamed. It is necessary to state whom he robbed, and how he 
cheated, and what defamatory words he used. As Lord EUenboroogb* 
<X J- said, (Beg v. Stevens, 5 East. 258.) 

< Every indictment, or information ought to contain a complete descrip- 
tion of such facts or circumstances as constitute the crime, without inoon- 
m repugnance ; and except in particular cases, where precise teoh- 
a are required to be used, there is no rule thi£ Othe? word* 
***** » ordinary, use .* 9 * ‘ 
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Where the offence consists simply in the act, it never was held neces- 
sary to state the means by which the act was committed. For in- 
stance, in an indictment for lobbery, house-breaking, Gr theft, it is 
needless to state the particular means by which the house was broken, 
the prosecutor compelled 10 give up his money, or the pioperty fraudu- 
lently obtained. It is sufficient to stale generally that the prisoner 
broke and entered the house, robbed the prosecutor, or stole the 
money ; for if he did so, the specific means are immaterial. (Stark. 

PI. 87.) 

But wheie the offence is only indictable if committed under certain 
circumstauces, or by paiticular means, those circumstances and means 
must be set out, m order to enable the Uourb to see if they constitute 
a charge for which the piiSQner ought to be put upon his defence* 

It is not every fraud, false statement, or false writing which is indict- 
able, and therefoie it is net sufficient to say generally that a person 
cheated, gave false evidence, or committed foigerv, without showing 
what vveie the acts which he did, which are alleged to make out the 
crime. (Staik. PI. 88.) 

The English law of criminal pleading, was so strict in requiring 
fulness of statement, and accuracy of pioof that absurd failures of jus- 
tice constantly oceuired. For instance, descnbing a peison as Tabart* 
who turned out to be Tabert, or Shutiff, who proved to be Shirtliff, 
was held to be an inemediable defect. So in the celebrated case of 
Lord Caidigan’s duel, the whole chaige bioke down, because it was 
found impossible to piove that a particular person possessed the flow- 
ing name of Haivey Augustus Garnett Phipps Tucker, by which he 
had been incautiously described in the indictment. So in a case 
of murder it was held to be insufficient to say that the wounds were 
about the breast, or about the navel, or on the side or arm, without 
saying which arm or side. (Stark. PI. 86.) 

Such' niceties have never been allowed iu Mofussil practice, and are 
not likely to be introduced now. The Criminal Procedure Code 
(s. 234) provides “ that the charge shall describe the imputed offence 
ac nearly as possible in the language of the Penal Code,” and the speci- 
mens winch are given in Qhapter XIII contain no details except such 
as are absolutely necessary. It is further provided, (s. 244) that “ it 
shall be competent to the Court at any stage of the trial to amand or 
alter the 5 charge, ,a Where, however, aftei the finding and discharge 
of theassessors, the judge altered the charge fiom murder, of wbioli 
the prisoner had been acquitted, to culpable homicide not amounting 
to murder, recalled the assessors, and convicted the prisoner without 1 
any fresh examination of the witnesses, the conviction was held to be 
illegal and set aside. (I W, R* C. C. 40,) And so it was held Where 
after an acquittal by a jury on a charge unde* s, 240 of the Ptmal 
Code, the Session Judge caused a freeh charge to be framed under s. 
241, upon which the jury convicted the prisoner* {5 Bench. H. C. Cr. 
$*) In each of these cases’ the trial had obviously come to an end* 

' although under s. 22 of the Crim* P. C f a Sessions Judge in 

has power to amend the sentences of the Assistant Judged 
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this does not authorise him to change a conviction for one crime into 
a conviction for another, e. g. dacoity into robbery, and then to reduce 
the sentence. The proper course would have been to refuse to con- 
firm the erroneous sentence, and leave the prisoner to be tried for the 
offence he had really committed. (5 Bomb. H. C. Cr. 22,) 

The same difficulties are provided ^against, though not to such an 
extent in the High Courts, by enactments which limit the statements 
necessary in an indictment, and give the Court power of amendment. 
See as to the defects which do not vitiate an indictment, Act XVIII 
of 1862, s. 40, and as to the amendment of variances, Act XVIII of 
1862, s. 1. 

The latter section provides for variances which appear on the trial, 
and are am ended at the trial. No such amendments can be made after 
verdict, to defeat a motion in arrest of judgment. Where such an 
amendment after verdict took place, the court of appealdirected the 
record to be restored to its original state, and (the indictment beihg 
bad without the amendment) a verdict of not guilty to be entered, 
(Arch. 181.) 

Nor does the Act authorise an absolute omission in the indictment 
to be filled up. Accordingly in the case of Habeeb Sah, referred to,,<w*fo, 
p, 866, the Court held that it could uat direct the record to be amend- 
ed by inserting the words u by force” or <c by fraud.** It is obvious that 
such an amendment would have charged the prisoner with doing that 
which the Grand Jury had never presented that he had done. (See 
alBO 9 Qeo. IV. c. 74, ss. 12-13. Act XVIII of 1862, s, S9.) 

There are various special provisions in Act XVIII of 1862 relating 
to particular indictments, which will be referred to iu the precedents 
applicable to each case. 

In some cases it is expressly provided that a prisoner may be con- 
victed of one offence on an indictment which charges him with 
another. For instance, persons charged with criminal breach of 
trust under ss. 406, 407, or 408, may be convicted of theft under ss. 
378 or 381 ; and conversely, persons charged with theft under ss. 378, 
380 or 381, may be convicted of dishonest misappropriation under ss. 
403 or 404, or of criminal breach of trust under ss. 406 or 408. (Or. P. 
C. s$. 56, 58, 59.) And no finding by a Court of the offence.of dis- 
honest misappropriation under ss. 403, 404, or of criminal breach of 
trust under a. 407, shall be liable to be reversed or altered on appeal or 
revision on the ground that the offence really proved was that of theft 
under ss. 378, 380, 381, or vice versd* (Or. P. C. ss. 488, 424.) 
But the Appellate Court may reduce the sentence within the limits pre- 
scribed for the offence really committed. (Cr. P. O* s. 425.) Iu the 
High Court, upon a charge of criminal misappropriation the offender 
may be convicted, although the offence really proved is theft. (Act 
Xtlll of 1862, s. 18.) But where criminal breach of trust is charged 
hmjtet ss, 405, 407, 408, or cheating under s. 420, andi the offence of 
'■ 380, 381, is made out, it wflt be necessary to 

„ mast b* ior mtoadment when 




NEGATIVING EXCEPTIONS* 


869 


tli eft is charged under ss. 378, 880* 381, and misappropriation is 
proved under ss. 403, 404, or breach of trust under ss. 405, 408. 
(Act XVIII of 1862, ss. 2-5.) 

So upon an indictment for murder, the accused may be found guilty 
of culpable homicide not amounting to murder, or of intentionally con* 
cealing the birth of a child under s 318. [Act XVIII of 18 52, ss. 11, 
12.) So upon the trial of «? person for any offence, he may be found 
guilty merely of an attempt to commit the offence under s- 511. [Act 
XVlll of 18G2, s. 17.) On the ^ther hand, a person indicted for the 
minor offence of causing hurt, or gr’evous hurt, shall not be acquitted 
merely because his act caused death, oy amounted to culpable homicide. 
(Act XVIII of 1852, s 14 ) But whcie under the circumstances ade- 
quate punishment could not be awarded upon the lesser offence, it would 
be the duty of a Judge m the Mofus^il to alter the chaige under Cr. P 
C. s. 244. In the High Court the i nly plan would be to direct an ac- 
quittal upon the minor charge, an** "eler a fresh indictment upon the 
more serious one. 

Where an act is made crimin certain excepted cases, the 

well settled fule has been, that, 

u If there be any exception cont ft in tlie same clause of the act which, 
croatea the offence, the ludictment d*st show, negatively, that the defend- 
ant, or the subject of the mdictmcn >> does not come within the exception. 

If however the exception oi proviso be in a subsequent clause or Rtatute, or, 
although in the same section, yet O 1 it be not incorporated with the enact- 
ing clause by any words of rcteicmce, it is iu that case matter of defence 
for the opposite party, and need /hot be negatived in the pleading.’' (Arch. 
S3.) 

This distinction is maiedaiued by the Criminal Procedure Code* 
(Chap. XU. s$.^30-2S7VwMch provides that the absence of all such 
circumstances ah are contained in the General Exceptions, Chap. IV, 
of the Pettal God®, shajjf be assumed, and that the charge need not as- » 
sert their absenc^ nop need evidence be*given to negative them, but 
that if any such dxw it shall be for the accused to establish the fact. 
But jr 

“ Where the Chafer and Section itself referred to in the charge contains 
an exception, not b«ng one of such General Exceptions, the charge stall 
not bo understood toiaaeume the absence of circumstances constituting such 
exception, so contained in the Chapter and Section, without a distinct denial 
of such circumstances. ” (s.235). 

The section refer ed to in the charge is “ the section under wh&& 
the offence is' punishable (e. 234.) not the section which defined 
the offence. Accordingly it is now ruled by the High Cobrt of Ben- 
gal, overruling numerous cases to the contrary, that on ft chArge of 
mnrder for instance, the section referred to in the charge should be 
e. 362, and that as it contains no exception^, it i* unnecessary to 
negative those contained in s. 300. ,Ii follows that u it will be neces- 
to deny the existence of special exceptions in accordance with s. 
2&7: Code of Criminal Procedure, only in charges regarding offences 
SL Kfeble under Sections 136, 323, 324, 325, and 326 of the renal 
a 0. 0K. 33* ibid, Circ. 26,) Iu each of these install* 
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ce 9 it will be observed that the exception is contained in the body of 
the section which enacts the punishment. 


As to indictments pieferred in the High Courts under English law, 
it might have been doubted whether 6f the clause of the act which 
created the offence,” was the one which defined what circumstances 
made up the offence, of defamation for instance, or that which affixed a 
punishment to it. The legislature seems eo have considered that the 
former view was the sound one, and guarded against the inconvenience 
which follow from the lengtlunesa of the charge, by s. 26 of Act 
XVIII of 1862. It provides th?A, it shall be unnecessary to negative 
either the general exceptions contained in Chapter IV, or the special 
exceptions contained in Sections 136, 300, 323-326, 375, or 490. 
Hence in charges framed under fiie Penal Code m the High Court, it 
will never be necessary to negative any exceptions. 

The necessity of negativing si. h exceptions does not always carry 
with it an obligation to suppor negative assertion by evidence. 
Eormerly this seems to have br ^\case. 

“ But the correct rule c scorns tn be, that, in cases where 

the subject of such avermeni to the defendant, ^personally, or 

is peculiarly within his knowleo _ p icgativo is not to be proved by the 
prosecutor, but ou the contrary, the ative must bo proved by the defend- 

ant, as matter of defence *,but upon t .her hand, if the subject of the aver- 
ment do not relate personally to the efendant, or be not peculiarly with, 
his knowledge, but either relate peculiarly to the prosecutor, or be peculiarly 
within bia knowledge, or at least b4 as much within his knowledge, as 
within the knowledge of the defendant the prosecutor must prove the 
negative.” (Arch. 188.) \ 

t For instance, it will be necessary fov\ a party who wishes to excuse 
himself for an act of apparent defamation, to show, affirmatively, that 
he comes within the exceptions m s. 499.\ a person indicted under 
s. 345 for taking coining tools out of a M\r\t will have to show bia 
lawful authority for doiug so, though the ofiWice consists in doing it 
** without lawful authority. ” But where an aci of culpable homicide, 
committed uuder grave provocation, is charged Vs’ Harder, it will be 
necessary for the prosecution to establish some oneyf of the three pro- 
visoes which take the case out of Exception X of 300* 

2. Joinder of Offences. ( . «\ 


Ouly one crime should be charged in the same hount. Therefore it 
would be improper to charge the same defendantWith assaulting A, 
and stealing from B in the same count. Sometimes however one act 
affects different people ; as for instance, the same writing may be defa- 
matory of a dozen different persons, and may bo charged as such. So 
different acts may be so united in point of time as to be all one tran- 
saction ; for instance, an assault upon several persons. Or again, one 
transaction may in its progress involve different crimes, of which one is 
merely a step to the other, as for instance, breaking into a bouse* and 
stealing therein ; or beating a man, and taking away his purse. In all 
***•"+ cases the acts may be charged in a single count, (Arch. 55.) 

. which a joinder of several crimes in one charge is 
h§oo|fyeakfl^ which it would cause to 
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the prisoner in his defence. Therefore it seems that such a count is 
good after judgment. (Ibid.) 

The practice was different as to charging different offences in dif- 
ferent counts. The general rule was that different felonies should not 
be charged in the same indictment, on account of the embarrassment 
resulting to the prisoner, but different misdemeanours might be so 
charged, provided the judgment upon all was the same. (Arch. 60-63.) 
The distinction between the two classes of crimes now has censed, and 
therefore the Courts will piobably allow the joinder, unless m cases 
where there would be some real disadvantage to the prisoner. 

Under Act XVIII of 1862, s, 23, it is provided that ff ifc shall be 
lawful to insert seveial counts in the same indictment against the same 
person for different offences.” But the judge before whom the person 
indicted shall be tried, may direct that one or moie of the counts shall 
be treated as a distinct indictment or indictments, and that the person 
indicted shall be tried theieupon, in the same manner as if such count 
or counts had been in separate and distinct indictments. 

Under S.J 13 of the same Act, if it shall appear that the property- 
alleged in m indictment for theft was taken or moved at different 
limes, it shall not be necesssary for the prosecutor to elect on which of 
such takings ormoviugs he will proceed, unless there were more than 
three, or unless a greater penod than six months elapsed between the 
first and last. In that case he shall be required to elect to proceed 
upon any number of such acts, not exceeding three, as have been 
comprised within a period of six months from first to last. 

The old Breach of trust Act (XIII of 1850, s. 11) provided that an 
offender might be proceeded against for any number of distjnet aetsot 
embezzlement, committed by him within six calendar months from first 
to last. But this Act has been repealed by Act XVII of 1862, and no 
corresponding provision is to be found in Act XVIII of 1862, 

It never was any objection that several charges were united iu the 
same indictment, where they all arose out of the same transaction, as. 
for instance, where an indictment contained five counts, for setting fire 
to five houses belonging to different owners, but they were all in a row, 
and consumed by the same fire. (Arch. 61.) 

So also there is never any objection to charging the same offence Iu 
different ways, as for instance, charging the same beating, as K voluiw 
tarily causing hurt” under s. 321, and “ voluntarily causing grievous 
hurt” under s. 322. 

The practice as laid down in the Criminal Procedure Code, Chapter 
XIII, is similar to that just stated. “ The charge may contain one or 
more heads,” (s. 238) which are admissible where the evidence shows 
several offences under the same se6tion, (s. 241) or under different sec- 
tions of the Penal Code, (s. 240) or where it is doubtful under what 
class of offence the crime actually committed may come. (s. 242.) 
** Where the charges against the accused are founded upon one 
sifi^oontinuous transaction, the object ot adding supplemental counts 
fcHlfe^rinoipal head of the charge is not the accumulation of punislu 
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ment, but to provide against the event of the evidence failing to establish 
the principal charge. (Ruling of H. Ct. of Mad, 18G1 on s* 222 of 
Cr, P. C.) 

J3. Joinder or Defendants. 

It is never necessary' to join several defendants in the same indict- 
ment, as each is singly answerable for his own crime. There are some 
cases in which a crime cannot possibly be committed by any person 
singly, as for instance, the offences of joining in an unlawful assembly, 
(s. L41) rioting, (s. 146) or taking part ia an affray, (s. 159.) The 
indictment must theief ore show that there were a sufficient number 
concerned in it to make the crime possible, but any one may be indicted 
in the absence of others. So also the guilt of a receiver of stolen 
property, or of an accessary to a crime, involves the idea of a principal 
criminal, but such receivers or accessaries may be indicted separately 
- from the principal. (Act XVIII of 1862, ss. 21, 22 ) 

.Where several persons are joined in the same indictment, they may 
be indicted in the same count, or in separate counts. They can only 
be joined in the same count when the offence is capable of being com* 
mitted jointly, as for instance, a murder, iiouse-breakmg? or assault. 
But this cannot be done where the offences are in their very nature the 
separate offence of each, as in the case of perjury. Here the false 
evidence is complete in itself, and cannot be shared in by any other 
person. An indictment charging two persons with peijury in the 
same count would, in the High Court, be bad on demurrer, or 
in arrest of judgment, after conviction, (Arch. 58, Bex. Phillips* 2 
Stra. 921) though in the Mofussil the error would be amended. 

Where the offence has been committed by several persons jointly, 
who are all in custody, the usual and proper course is to join them 
in the same charge. But it is not necessary to do so, and if there is 
any reason for indicting them separately, that course may be adopted. 
For instance in the case of Reg. a? Gungadoss and others, (1st Mad, 
Sess. 1867.) where a murder had been committed by several prisoners 
jointly, one of them was indicted separately, because the principal wit- 
ness against him was the wife of one of the other prisoners, whose 
evidence would have been inadmissible if lie had been indicted along 
with her husband. 

# Any number of persons may be joined in the same indictment, pro- 
vided they are charged in separate counts with separate offences, for 
each count is considered as a separate indictment. 

“But it seems that to warrant such a joinder m the same indictment, the 
offences must be of the same nature, and such as will admit of the same plea 
and judgment ” (Stark. PI. 41.) 

Where such is the case, it is obviously more convenient to join all 
(he prisoners than to have the same evidence gone over again in each 
ease* Where the facts of each case are wholly unconnected with each 
the proper couise is to apply to the court to quash the indict- 
(Bex. -v. Kingston, 8 East 46.) In a case, where two prisoners 
each in a different count, the first with committing 
pfcPlw'lw 'Second with suborning him to commit the same 
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perjury, Sir Adam Bittlestoa refused to quash the indictment, or to 
arrest judgment after conviction, (Iteg. v. Gungammab, 3rd Madras 
Sessions I860.) See, however, note to Form No* 17, p. 887. 

The Criminal Procedure Act contains nothing upon the subject of 
joinder of defendants, and I do not imagine that any objection to an 
indictment on account of misjoinder would be listened to, unless in a 
very flagrant case* 

Where several persons are indicted for jointly receiving stolen pro- 
perty, any of them who are proved to have received any part of the 
property may be convicted. (Act XVIII of 1862, s. 19 ) 

II, Demurrer. 

The word demurrer is derived from the Latin verb dmorari t and im- 
plied that the party demurring would wait for the judgment of the Court 
whether the case made out against him was one which he was bound* 
to answer. A demurrer admits the facts alleged in the previous plead- 
ing, but alleges that those facts do not constitute a case upon which 
judgment could be given against him. For instance, supposing an in- 
dictment feu; grievous hurt to disclose the fact, that the injury had been 
inflicted by the defendant while resisting an attempt to rob him, the 
defendant might demur, admitting the facts, but alleging that under s» 
103 he was justified in the violence used. * 

Demurrers are not very common in criminal law, because where they 
arc necessary they are useless, and where they are unnecessary they 
are very dangerous. By Act XVIII of 1862, s, 41, it is provided 
that, 

« Every objection to any indictment for uncertainty or for any formal do* 
fleet apparent on tbe face thereof shall be taken, by demurrer or motion to, 
quash such indictment, before the jury shall be sworn, and not afterwards ; 
and every Court before which any such objection shall be taken for any 
formal defect may, if it be thought necessary, cause the indictment to 
be forthwith amended in such particular, and thereupon, the trial shall 
proceed as if no such defect had appeared. 

The word c< uncertainty” in the above section was not contained in 
the old criminal law Amendment Act, (XVI of 1852) and was intro- 
duced to cover actual, and not merely formal defects. Where an 
indictment is so substantially defective as to charge no offence at all, 
this section will not apply. But where the averments in the indict- 
ment are capable of two constructions, one of which is a statement of ap. 
offence, while the other is not, the only objection to the indictment 
must be upon the score of uncertainty, and if not taken before tbe jury is 
sworn, it cannot be taken afterwards. The section contains nn power of 
amending a substantial defect. (Eeg. t?. Willans, 1 Mad. B. Ot. 51.) 

On the other band, a demurrer is a very dangerous mode of taking 
a legal objection, since, if overruled, it is often conclusive upon 
tbe case. Formerly it was supposed that in cases of felony, a prisoner 
might demur in law, and then try the issue in fact if his demurrer was 
decided against him. But this doctrine was denied in the case of Beg. 

Fadetman, (1 Den, C. C. 555. See Beg. v. Malcaby. 3 LB. HC. 
8W) where the Court held, that judgment against a prisoner on general 
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demurrer must be final, sinca a general demurrer, admits alt The 
material facts of tbB case, though m the case of a special demurrer, 
which is usually called a demurrer in abatement, it might be otherwise. 
In a former case, (Reg. v. Birmingham Railway. 3 Q. B. 223.) the 
Court granted leave to plead after a demurrer. But there the indict- 
ment was against a corporation, and was on the special ground that a 
coip oration was not indictable. 


In a case, where the indictment was for obtaining money by 
false pretences, a demurrer, winch was styled “ a special demurrer in 
abatement” was put in, stating various legal objections to the suffici- 
ency of the statements in the indictment. The demurrer was over-ruled, 
upon which the crown pressed for judgment, Scotland, C J. allowed 
the prisoner to plead over, observing that the case in the 3 Q. B. showed 
that the Court had the power to do so, that both in that case and the 
^present, the demurrer was undoubtedly a general demurrer, but that 
considering the arguments advanced, it could not be considered to be 
a substantial demurrer, in which all the facts of the case were ad- 
visedly admitted. The permission to plead over was, however, granted 
with reference to the special circumstances of the case, and-wasnot to 
be taken as laying down any rule applicable generally to misdemean- 
ours. (Reg. u. Gnaniah Chetty, 2nd Madras Sessions. 30th April 1862.) 

S 1 may observe that nothing can well be morB unjust than the rule 
which shuts out a defendant from proving his innocence, merely be- 
cause he has chosen first to challenge the soundness of his adversary’s 
law. By the system now in force in England in civil cases, a party 
may demur and plead at the same time, and the New York Criminal 
Procedure Code allows a defendant, whose demurrer is overruled, to 
plead over at once. Practically, a piisoner will always be entitled to 
urge in his defence on the plea of not guilty, any matter which would 
have been ground of general demurrer. The latter course however 
will often save the delay of a long trial, and it is a pity it should be 
rendered so peiilous. 

The Criminal Procedure Code contains no provision for trying a 
question of law apart from the facts, and only speaks of a claim to be 
tried, (ss. 252, 326,) which seems to be equivalent to the English plea 
of not guilty, putting all ihe facts iri issue, since it is to be followed 
at once by the production of the evidence for the prosecution. 

III. Pleas. 


1. Pleas to the jurisdiction seldom arise under English law* since 
the same objection may be taken under the general issue, or by de- 
murrer, arrest of judgment, or writ of error. (Arch* 111.) But accord- 
ing to Mofussil practice, a party who denies the jurisdiction of the 
Court to try him must allege the reason of his exemption specially* and 
loses the advantage of it if he submits to take his trial. 


, .Judgment against the prisoner on a plea to the jurisdiction is not 
but merely compels him to answer to the charge* (Stark* 



virtue of the charters previously in force, criminal jurisdiction over 
all crimes committed within their local limits. They have 
also exclusive jurisdiction over all crimes committed by European 
British subjects within their respective Governments, or dependent 
thereon, or within the dominions of allied Native Princes. (See ante 
p. 3.) Offence committed by European British subjects, which would ' 
otherwise be only punishable by a Magistrate, are made expressly 
punishable by the High Courts under Act XVTII of 1859. (4 Mad, 
H, C. Appx. 23.) They have also an Admiralty jurisdiction. (Seenwfe. 

p- 8.) 

* It is curious how little thcie is, either in tlie way'of definition or 
authority, to settle the meaning of* the phrase “ British subject,” as 
denoting a person only triable in criminal cases by the High Courts. 
In most of the English Statutes, and the charters of the Supreme Couits 
based upon them, the phrase is used without any explanation whatever * 
(13 Geo. III. c. 63. ss. 14, 16, 30, 33/39, 44 ; 21 Geo. III. c. 70. ss! 
3, 14, 24; 26 Geo. III. c. 57, s. 29 ; 33 Geo. Ill c. 52, ss. 62, 
65, 156,; 37 Geo. Ill, b. 142, ss. 10, 28, 39 &4Q Geo. Ill, c * 
79, s, 2 ; X Geo. IV, c. 37, s. I ; 9 Geo. IV, c. 33, ss. 1, 2, 5 ; 9 
Geo. IV c. 74, s, 127.) In 33 Geo III, c. 52, s. 61, the phrase 
u British born subject” is used, and in 53 Geo. Ill c. 155, s. 105, 
where the exemption is specially referred to, the phrase " His Ma- 
jesty’s British subjects resident in the B 1 itish temtones in India” 
13 contrasted with " all other persons, whether natives or others, inha- 
bitants in the said territories.” Once only as far as I know, is the 
qualification cc European” introduced, viz. in 21 Geo. III. c. 70. s. 
16. But in the Cr- P. C. ss. 39-41. 163 and 165, and in Act XXIV 
of 1855 , s. 15 , the full phrase " European British subject” ia always 
employed. 

Is then the privilege of being tried by the High Court alone restrict- 
ed to European British subjects, and even in their case does it apply to 
all who come within that term 1 For instance, would it be necessary 
to send up to the Presidency town a native of Gibraltar or Malta, who 
committed an offence in the Mofussil? If it would, does the same 
law extend to Canadians and West Indians ? In a Beugal case upon 
which the opinion of the Court of Nizamut Adawlut was asked, it 
seems to have been assumed that a West Indian gentleman was not 
amenable to the Country Courts. (Beng. Const. No. 759.) In aca#p- 
reported by Sir Hyde East (No. 26, 2 M. Dig. 3S) the Supreme 
of Calcutta spoke of u an intentional line of demarcation between 
Native bom and general British subjects iu matters of Guvertfment, 
trade, and judicial administration.” If that be the principle 0 } distinc- 
tion, Canadians and West Indians would undoubtedly be included. 
Where a person is born of parents who are themsblves privileged by 
virtue of their origin, his nationality follows theirs, and his own place 
6f birth is immaterial. (Beng. Const. No. 397.) And the rule is the 
where the person is the legitimate offspring of a British born 
t father by a native woman. But it would be otherwise if he were 
because then his origin would be traced from his mother 
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anti not from las father, Beng. Const. Nos. 978, 806. Sir Hyde Bast’s 
Notes. No, 26,2 M. Dig. 36.) 

Ih Mandeville’s case (2 N, A. 111.) the Advocate General of Bengal 
gave it as his opinion, that a person bom in wedlock at Madras, of a 
German father by a Scotch mother, could only be tried before the 
Supreme Court The opinions of the Judges of the Nizamut Adawlut 
upon the correctness of that view were much divided, and no decision 
was finally given, as the facts alleged by the prisoner were not proved. 
Should the case arise again, it is probable the opinion of the Advocate 
General might not be sustained. He admitted that Mandeville’s father 
would have been amenable to the Country Courts, but said that being 
born of parents, one of whom was a natural horn subject, the other & 
person at least owing a local and temporary allegiance to the king, 
and at a place governed by the English law, and subject to the un* 
. doubted sovereignty of the crown of Great Britain, and, consequently 
withm allegiance to His Majesty, this peison is legally as much \i 
British subject as if he had been born in the United Kingdom. ” This 
reasoning is hardly satisfactory. If the fact of being within allegiance 
to the crown wa9 sufficient, the character of the mother mnjje no differ- 
ence, and the father was just as much within the allegiance as his 
son. But if the further element of nationality were required, then it 
is difficult to see how a legitimate son could be affected by the nationa- 
lity of bis mother which of course merged in that of her husband. 
Kt Mulierem quamdiu nujota est , wcolain qjus civitatis videfi ettjus 
martins ejus est' (Story Confl. Le. § 46.) If however the son had been 
illegitimate, then he would have followed the country of Mb mother, 
Ejus, quijustum patrem non Ziabet, prima onqo a mail e . (Id.) Ami so 
it was ruled by the Nizamut Adawlut ,e that illegitimate children 
should be classed with their mothers, and must be considered British 
subjects, European Forei^neis, or Amencan, according as their mo- 
thers may respectively be.” (Beng. Const. No. 806 ) 

The High Courts are also, by s. 23 of the Letters Patent, given an 
extraordinary criminal jurisdiction over all offences committed withm 
the limits of their appellate jurisdiction, on charges preferred by the 
Advocate Geneial. or by any Magistrate or other officer, specially em- 
powered by the Government in that behalf. 

The jurisdiction of the Mofussil Courts, with the single exception 
of the Admiralty juiiadiction which they have recently acquired, (Sea 
anie> p. 8) depends upon the offence having been committed within 
their local limits. (Criminal Procedure Code, s. 26.) For this pur- 
pose, however the offence is considered as having beau committed, 
either where the act was done, or where the consequence ensued. (Cr, 
P, C. s. 27. Act XVIE of 1862, s. 31.) Therefore if a wound was 
given in one zillah, of which the sufferer died in another Eillab, the 
efiender might be tried in either. So, a person who posts a libel may 
J^fried either in the district in which he posted it, (R. v. Burdett. 4 
143) or in the district where, in consequence of the posting* 
and read. (R. t>, Johnson. 1 Seat* 65. 1 R. C, G\ 
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Abettors my be tried either in the district in which they shotted 
the offence, or in that where it was committed. (Or. P % C. s. 28 and 
Act XVIII of 1862, s. 20.) 

Receivers may he tried in any district in which they have had pos- 
session of the property, or in which the theft might be tried. (Cr, P. 
C, s, 31, Act XVIII of 1862, s. 32,) But this Section does not give 
jurisdiction over the subject of a foreign state, who received the pro- 
perty out of British India, and who is afterwards found in possession 
of it within British India. {4 Bomb. H. C. Cr. 38,) 

The offence of concealing or confining a person who has been kidnap- 
ped or abducted (s. 368) may be tried either in the district where the 
confinement or concealment took place, Dr in that where the kidnapping 
or abduction was committed. (Crim. P. D. s. 31 A.) 

Any person charged with being a thug or deceit, or with belonging* 
to a gang of wandering tbieves, (ss. 310 391. 400) may be tried in any 
district where he is found. (Crim. P- C. s. 32.) 

Persons indicted under s, 424 of the Penal Code may be tried by the 
High CourtT if the property shall have been concealed or removed in 
any plaqe within the local limits of such Court, or shall have been re- 
moved from any place within such local limits- (Act XVIII of 1862, 
«. 33.) 

Offences committed on the boundaries of two districts, or begun in 
one and completed in another, may be tried in either. (Cr. P. C. s. 29. 
Act jCVill of 1862, ss. 29-31. 34.) 

Offences committed on a journey or voyage upon any person, or on 
or in respect of any property m or upon any vessel, conveyance, oar 
beast of burden, may be &ed in any district through which such vessel 
&c., passed in the course of the voyage or journey. (Cr. P. C.s, 80.) 

Act XVIII of 1862, s. 35 provides that a person ** accused of any 
offence alleged to have been committed on a journey or on any voyage 
in British India , 99 may be tried in the High Court, <r if any part of the 
journey or voyage shall have been performed within the local limits of 
the jurisdiction of such Court.” In a case before the Madras High 
Court, two Railway guards were indicted under 27 of the Hallway 
Act XVIII of 1854. It appeared that on a journey up to Madras, and 
some considerable distance fiom it, they were discovered to be in a 
state of intoxication, and were both removed from the train, another 
guard being placed in charge. One of the prisoners remained that 
night at the station where he had been taken out. The other prisoner 
aa the train was moving off, broke away from the peon in whose custody 
he waB, jumped into the train, and so was taken on to Madras, They 
were convicted at the Sessions, but on a special case reserved by 
Bittleston, J,, it was held that the Court had no jurisdiction to try them. 
They were East Indians, and s. 35 did not apply, the journey upon 
whioh the offence was committed having, in the case of each, terminat- 
ed beyond the limits of the High Court. (Reg, Malony, l Mad* 

a a, 193 ,) 
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Escape from lawful custody may be tried in the district from 
which the escape took place, or in which the offender is apprehended 
or in which he was formerely tried. (Cr. P. C. S3, Act XVIII of 186$* 
s. 86.) 

** Every Justice of the Peace shall have power to deAt with any person 
ohaTged with an offence, for which under thiB acb he is liable to be tried by 
one of Her Majesty’s High Courts of Judicature, in the same manner as if 
Btich offence had been wholly and entuely committed withm the local limits 
of such Court. (Act XV11I of 1852, s. 57.) 

2, The plea of Not Guilty throws upon the prosecution the burthen 
of proving every thing that is necessary to make out the crime charged. 
Where a primd facie case has been made out, the peisnn may either 
produce evidence to disprove it, or to justify it. For instance, a man 
charged with an assault, may either show that he never committed 

* the offence, or that he used the violence imputed to him in the exercise 
of his duty. Under this plea all objections may be taken, which show 
that the acts proved do not constitute the legal definition of a crime. 

Where a prisoner lefuses to plead, a plea of Not Guilty is entered 
for him, and the trial proceeds in all respects as if he Ud pleaded, 
(Cr. P* 0. s. 363. 9 Geo. IV. c. 74. s. 15. Act XVIII of 1862, s. 39.) 

3. Frevi&us acquittal or conviction . It is a common maxim that no 
one should be twice vexed for the same cause. But this is by no 
.means literally true. Nor would it be at all more oorrect to say that 
no one ought to be twice tried for the same cause. A more cumbrous, 
but moie accurate statemeut of the rnle would be as follows! 
u Where a person has been put upon his trial, under circumstances 
which would permit of a legal conviction for the offence with which he 
is charged, the sentence, whether of acquittal or conviction, is conclu- 
sive, until it is ieversed, and is a bar to anv further piosecution on 
the same charge, or upon any other chaige which would be establish* 
>ed by the same evidence as that upon which the former prosecution 
was based.” 

Hence, in the first place, no proceedings short of an actual trial can 
'be pleaded in bar to a subsequent prosecution* Therefore if a bill is 
preferred to the Grand Juiy, who thiow it out, this cannot be pleaded 
afterwaids as an acquittal ; (2 Hale 246.) And so it would be if a 
case were investigated by a Magistrate with a view to a committal, 
and lie refused to commit, (1 W. R. C, L. 11. Madras Rulings 
18^5 ou Cr. P. 0. s. 36 ) or dismissed the complaint under s* 289 
of the Crirn. Pro. C. for want of prosecution. (4 Mad. HO* Appx. 8) 
Nor is the pendency of any criminal proceeding, which has not yet 
reached a decision, a bar to any oiber proceeding lor the sataeoffeaoe 
■either in the same Court or in a different Court* (Bishop $,336.) 

* * ile second place, the circumstances must be such as would per* 
j^iit of a legal conviction. And therefore judgment in favor of the pri* 
upon demurrer is no sufficient acquittal, since this assumes that 

no lawful conviction could have followed* In 
swrd&o Rolfe, B- said, 
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« The ground of the judgment on the demurrer being -**" 1 ®* 
the nrisoner was, that the former indictment did not charge 
K r^onlyd^ of the premises “J h *‘ «£f 

ud lh.t i n. d»cWg» toi. * hl * >**”“* " h “ k d °“ 
charge a felony.” (Keg. v. Richmond, 1 0 & K. 841-) 

So, where the indictment is so completely bad in substance, that a 
conviction, had it been obtained, must have been reveiwd, a q 
tal will be no bar to a fresh indiclment, even thojh the acqmttal wa? 
uuou the merits, and not upon the ground of the fi aw in *' . . 

fVanx case 4 Co. Keg. 45-1 Because, whatever the tribunal mi n ht 
imagine that “ was tr - vin S’ ,l could try notlung but what was chargw, 
and therefore the prisoner could be acquitted of nothing else. Hems 
an acquittal of that whtch was no offence could be no bar toa tual for 
that winch was an offence Whe.e, however, the] pnsoner ha* b «“ 

S t tau «» Wl—S b« --v ■ 7“ 

no sentence has followed, this » no bar. Wheie t the < nuwn 

desires to escape fiom an unsustainable conviction, if the tr a 
he d in thffih Court, the comse would he fo> the prosecute to 
enter a nolle prosequi, before judgment, or after sentence he mig 

R& LZUld £ - >h= Sigh Court uudor ..4M t. 

quash the proceedings. , 

A fortiori, a t.ial before a tribunal which had no jurisdiction oven 

the person, or over the offence, if n Session* 

SSTt !y"» Bluish subject, who had pleaded to the jurisdie- 
SJ or if a Magistrate were to convict on a charge of rape l »n 
a 9 Joan Pmirts have held that a conviction before a Court that had 

t.TSa»w,." .**. .»d »■< r\ b i,zi“& 

b£ a subsequent prosecution is b.ought. (Bishop 866 ) But 
if the prisoner weie actually suffering punishment under 

"Su l tki»k i< -in 7 »~I “ brf “" '“ k ” 

proceedings could be had. (See Bishop 5 863 ) 

Thirdly nothing short of a sentence, either of acquittal or convu> 
tion operates as a bar to future proceedings Thc.etorMf, * « the 
commencement ofthetnal.it is prematuiely ^ tormina .tod , » for a 
stance in consequence of the illness of the Judge 

k rr a. «?* . 

LLMC. a5. IB & 8 460) that where a trial was *«*“*“*• 

a.'ssjst?i%a ft. 
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In Windsor’s case the jury was discharged because they could not 
agree. In the case of Gharlesworth the Judge discharged the jury 
because the principal witness refused to answer. The Court wan 
divided in opinion as to whether the Judge acted rightly or wrongly 
in so doing 3 they were clear that the Judge ought to postpone the trial 
if the failure of evidence was the act of the prisoner, or something in 
which he concurred or co-operated. They were equally of opinion 
that he ought not to postpone it, merely to allow the crown to pro* 
duce further evidence. In this country however, such a power is 
expressly given, (Grim. Pro. 0 . ss. 269 and 361, and see a. 422) 
though it should be cautiously exercised. They were in doubt whether 
in the particular case he should have postponed. But they were una- 
nimous that, whether he had been right or wrong, the trial so ended 
by his act was not an acquittal. 

r When during the course of a trial the crown, for any reason, sees 
fit to abandon the prosecution, the defendant has a right to insist upon 
an acquittal being entered up. (1 R. C- C. Dire* 19), It has been 
ruled in America that, “ if this is not done, he may still claim his 
discharge, and he is not to be brought agaiu m jeopardy for the same 
offence.” [Bishop § 858). But I do not see how such ^proceeding 
could be pleaded as au acquittal, and, unless it is an acquittal, it can- 
not be pleaded at all. 

Fourthly, where a final sentence has been passed under circum- 
stances which would have warranted a conviction, it is conclusive until 
reversed. In England, there is no process by which a new trial can 
be had in a case of felony, (deg. v. Beitvand. 1 LB. PC. 520, Beg* «?. 
Murphy. 2 LB. PC. 35 overruling Beg. v. Scaife. 17 Q,B. 233) though 
it is admissible in certain cases where the offence is only a misdemea- 
nour, not by which a sentence of acquittal can be reversed. But under 
as. 404 &405 of the Cr. P. C. this may be done by the High Court, 
In a recent case, Sir B. Peacock, CJ.> said. 


“ If in a case of child murder, the Judge were to say, it is not neces- 
sary to try whether death was done by an act done with the intention 
of causing death, because if it was so caused the prisoner was not guilty 
of murder. I find that the child was under the age of six months and 
therefore acquit the prisoner— in such a case there would be no finding 
on the facts, and the Court, as a Court of Revision, would merely set 
aside the acquittal, and order a new trial. Again, suppose a Magistrate, 
in a case triable by him, should ronvict of an offence, and the Ses- 
sions Judge on appeal should, without going into the facts, reverse the 


decision upon a point of law, and order the prisoner to be discharged, 
stating that, assuming the facts to he as found by the Magistrate, the 
prisoner was not guilty of the offence, 'this Court, if the Judge were 
wrong in point of law, could, as a Court of Revision, reverse hie deei* 
sice, and direct him to try the appeal upon its merits, (Seen ease of 
$£ sort, 4 R. J & P. 417). 

. Bfjff 1 Judge, on appeal, should uphold the finding if a Magistrate 
amt reverse his decision in point of la*; and order the 
then u the acquittal imdA be merely upon 



a point of law, this Court, as a* Court of Revision, might reverse the 
Judgment of acquittal, and order the sentence of the Magistrate to 
stand.** ' tt \ 

u The Court may act as a Court of Revision, after it has acted »«£ , 
Court of Appeal, if it finds it necessary to do so, iu order to owrect 
an order in law which cannot be set right on appeal.” 

For instance, if a man should be found guilty of a murder, add 
sentenced to aeveu years’ transportation, if the prisoner should appeal 
on the facts, the Court might uphold the finding of guilty of murder 
on appeal, and afterwards, as a Court of Revision, might set aside the 
sentence of seven years’ transportation, and pass a legal sentence for 
murder, or send it back to the Lower Court to pass such sentence, 
pointing out, as they would in a case under s. 403, what is the proper 
punishment.” 

* l As a Court of Revision, the Court cannot reverse the finding of a a 
jury.” (1 R. C. & C. CR- 35. 41 — 43), And this is so, whether the 
verdict is one of conviction or acquittal, even though such verdict 
has been obtained by a summing up which is unsound in law. (3 B. 

1?„ B. 1.) LB. A. Cr. 8. Nor can the High .Court as a Court of 
Revision reverse the finding of a Sessions Judge sitting with assessors 
upon a mere question of fact. (4 RC. CR. 13) A Sessions Court has no 
power to revise its own sentence. (4 Mad. H. C. Appx. 19.) 

Lastly, the acquittal must be upon substantially the same charge* 
This is tested by considering, whether the evidence necessary to prove 
the secoud indictment could have piocured a legal conviction upon the 
first. (Arch, 120.) Therefoie an acquittal on an indictment for murder 
will bar a subsequent indictment for culpable homicide not amounth^g 
to murder, since it would have been competent to acquit of the gr&va 
offence, and to convict of the minor. [Arch. 121.) So, a person ac- 
quitted of a burglary or robbery cannot afterwards be indicted foran 
attempt to commit burglary or an assault with intent to rob. Nor 
ean a person acquitted of a breach of trust be tried upon the same fact 
alleged to be a theft, or criminal misappropriation,* or vice ver*A m 
For in all these cases, if the facts set up in the second indictment had 
been proved in the first, a conviction would have resulted, [ante, p.368.) 

See Crim. F. C. s, 60. ante 7 p . 271. 

So, where a prisoner was convicted upon one indictment under 
s. 50 of Act XVII of 1854 for fraudulently secreting apost-letter, and 
then was convicted upou a second indictment under the same wictiofc 
for fraudulently making away with the same letter, the first conviction 
was held to be a bar to the second indictment. Scotland, O. J, said, 

4< In the present case the prisoner might properly have been charged in 
the first instance with both the criminal acts of fraudulently secreting and 
making away with the letter ? and although either act is punishable under 
the section as an offeuce without any evidence of the other,— still, as it 
appears that both acts were connected and formed substantially a part of one 
and the same criminal transaction, aud the evidence with reference to such 
acts was as necessary aud material on the first charge as it was on the second* 
the prisoner must be considered to have been tried and in peril in tespect of 
„ , the whole transaction as one offence on the first charge. The evidence aft to 
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hia making away with the letter was properly a part of the case in support of 
the first chaxge, and the strongest proof of it. There was in fact no part of 
the evidence upon which the second conviction took place which was not 
properly evidence on the first charge.” (1 Mad, B. CL 83.) 

But an acquittal on a charge of breaking and entering a house, hay- 
ing made preparation for causing hurt to any person, would be no bar 
to an indictment for breaking and entering the same house with in- 
tent to steal. For the same evidence which would ensure conviction 
on the second indictment, must result in an acquittal upon the first, aa 
the offences are distinct, (ss. 457, 458. See 2 Leach 716.) 

* So, a man who has broken into a house, and stolen goods therein, if 
he he indicted for the theft and acquitted, may aftei wards be indicted 
for the house-breaking, and convicted ; or vice vend <2 Hale P. C. 
245.) And a conviction for an assault is no bar to an indictment for 
manslaughter, if death subsequently follows from the effects of the as- 
sault. (Reg- v. Moms. I LR.CC- 90.) In this case the evidence adduced 
in proof of the assault is only part of the evidence necessary to convict 
of the culpable homicide. And where a man had foiged two puttahs 
for different pieces of land, and was inflicted fur the forgery of one puttah 
and acquitted, it was held that he might afterwards be indicted for the 
forgery of the second puttah ; although tho second puttah had been put 
in evidence on the former trial, and evidence had been given indiscri- 
minately as to both documents. (3 R. C. C. CR. II.) It is evident 
in the last case, that all evidence given as to the second puttah was 
irrelevant upon the former trial, except so far as it went to show that 
the first puttah was a forgery. 

u In any plea of autrefois acquit or autrefois convict, it shall be sufficient for 
the person accused to say that ho has been lawfully acquitted, or convict-d 
(as the case may be) of the offence charged in the indictment. (Act XVIII 
of 1862, s. 43-) 

The proof of the issue lies upon the defendant. A certificate under 
the hand of the Clerk of the Crown, or the Officer having the custody 
of the records of the Court in which the acquittal took place, is suffi- 
cient proof of the fact of the acquittal or conviction, (Act XV of 1852, 
s. 9.) Oral evidence is admissible to show that the two indictment# 
related to the same charge, as for instance that the house said to be 
broken, the property alleged iohave been stolen, &c,, were the same in 
each case. Some evidence is also necessary to identify the person now 
under trial with the person who was formerly indicted. 

Where the plea is found against the defendant, the rule of English 
law was, that if the charge was one of treason or felony, he should bo 
allowed to plead over, but if the indictment was for a misdemeanour* 
judgment was passed at once for the Crown. ("Rex. v. Taylor. 3 B.& G, 
512.) This distinction arose in days when every felony was a capital 
crime, and seems quite absurd in the present age when one class of o£- 
fences is punished as heavily as the other. As the difference between 
, rapes and misdemeanours is now abolished, the Courts will probably 
|;|^%ooinmon sense view of the matter, and allow the defendant to 
case. In the Mofuesil, this U ndoubtedly 
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FOEMS OF INDICTMENT. 

The following forms are drawn upon the model of those contained 
in the Crimianl Procedure Code, and are intended for the use cf the 
Mofussil Courts. 

I have in many cases made the indictment more specific in its state- 
Lment of the offence than the corresponding form given in the Code. I 
fennot imagine that the legislatuie intended that the indictment should 
peonvey no information whatever either to judge, jury, or prisoner, as 
would certainly be the case, if it merely stated that on a certain day A 
cheated. 

I have also referred to those enactments which govern indictment* 
in the High Court, partly to facilitate reference by High Court practi- 
tioners, and partly as furnishing a guide to practitioners in tbeMofus* 
sil, in cases not otherwise provided for. r 

{No. 1.) Indictment against the abettor of a murder, where 
ths principal is chargedm the same indictment. * 

That he the said C D on or about the day of at 

abetted ttm commission of the said murder by the said A B. which was 
committed in consequence of the abetment, and that he has thereby 
committed an offence punishable under ss. 11)9 and 302 of the Indian 
Penal Code and within the cognisance of the [Style of the Court.) * 

Upon conviction of an abettor, lus punishrrent depends upon the 
penalty attaching to the principal offencechargec, and also upon whether 
the offence was or was not committed in consequence of the abetmeut, 
^or a different offence was committed. Therefore both the principal 
section must be mentioned, and the particular section of Chapter V 
under which the case falls, (ss. 109-113. 115-117) with the circura* 
stances which bring it under that section. (1. W. B, C. L, 9 ; 3 IV. 
B. C. L. 1. $.) 

In England it has always been held that an indictment for conspir- 
ing to commit an offence, need not charge that offence with the same 
particularity necessaiy in an indictment for the offence itself. (Latham 
«. the Queen. 33 L. J. M. 0. ‘197-200.) And the same rule would* 

I conceive, apply to charges of abetment. 

[No* 2) Indictment for abetting as a separate Offence . 

That one C D (or certain person unknown) on the day of 

committed theft by dishonestly taking Bs 50, the pro- 
perty of one out of his possession, without his consent,* 

that he the said A B abetted the said (3 D [or the said persons) 
commission of the said theft, which was committed in consequence of 
the said abetment, and that be has thereby committed an offence - 
punishable under ss. 109 and 379 of the Indian Penal Code and 
within, &c. 

(#0*3,) Indictment for abetting an o fence with a different knowledge 
from that possessed by the persons abetted . 

That he on or about the day of did instigate and 

abet one A B to assault one C D, he the said (abettor) then and there 
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well knowing that the death of C D would/ be the probable result of 
such assault, and intending to procure the/ death of the said C D by 
means of the*assault so abetted, and that the said A B did in conse- 
quence of such abetment assault the said/C D, who died in consequence 
of such assault, and that he the said (abettor ) has thereby committed 
offence punishable under ss. 110 k 302 of the Indian Penal Code 
and within &c. 

(No. 4.,) Indictment for abetting one offence where a different 
offence is committed , 

That he on or about the day of did instigate and 

abet one A B to break by night into the house of one C D, having 
made preparations for causing hurt to a person, and that the said A B 
did, in pursuance of such abetment, break into the house of the said C 
*D, and murdered one E E then being in the said house, such murder 
being a probable consequence of the said abetment, and being commit- 
ted under the influence of the instigation aforesaid, and that he the 
said ( abettor ) has thereby committed an offence punishable under ss. 
ill and 302 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. * 

[No. 5.) Indictment for abetting an offence which i$ not committed ■ 

That he ou or about the day of did instigate and 

abet one C D, then being a Village Moonsiff in to take a 

gratification other than) his legal remuneration as a reward for sh#b$ng 
favor to him the said (abettor) in the exercise of his official 
that is to say, in 0. S. 1 of 1831 then pending before ham the said C. 
I), and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable under as. 
116 and 151 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

(No, 6.) Indictment against a Public Servant for concealing a design 
to commit an offence which it was his duty to prevent. 

That an or about the day of A B* and certaii 

other persons unknown committed dacoity in the village of 
and that the said (defendant) being then and there a Polioe peon and 
auoh, a public seivant, whose duty it was to prevent the said crime 
being well aware of the design to commit the said offence, and intending 
to facilitate the commission thereof, did voluntarily conceal the same 
and did illegally omit to inform his superior officer of such desigu 
and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable under ss. 11 
and 891 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

Note . — The indictment ought to state such facts as will show m 
only that the defendant was a public servant, but also that be was 
public servant whose duty it was as such t not merely as au ordinal 
citizen, to prevent the offence, 

v, (No, 7 .) Indictment for Waging War* 

m* be on or about the day of at 

i i the Queen, and that he has thereby committed i 

M AM fm MMtor mi within 8 
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JVbfg — It is not necessary to set out the particular acts of the defend- 
ant- {Arch 590.) 

(■No. 8.) Indictment for attempting to cm -awe a Councillor by 
violence . 

That he» on or about the day of at with 

the intention of inducing the Honorable A B, a Member of the Council 
of the Governor General of India, to refrain from exercising hia lawful 
power as such member, assaulted such member, and that he has there- 
by committed an offence punishable under s. 134 of the Indian Penal 
Code and withm, &c. 

(xVb. 9.) Indktmentfcr attempting to seduce a Soldier from hi s A llegiance , 

That he on or about the day of attempted to seduce 

from his allegiance to the Queen one then being a private soldier 
in the Regiment of Her Majesty’s Madras Array, and that he has ' 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 131 of the Indian 
Penal Code and within, &c- 

(iVo. 10.) Jndictment for Joining an Unlawful Assembly Armed with a 
Deadly Weapon , 

That he on or about the day of at with 

other persons to the number of five or more, did unlawfully assemble 
together, he the said being then and there armed with 

<a deadly weapon , that is to say a gun , and that he has thereby commit- 
ted an offence punishable under s. 144 of the Indian Penal Code and 
within, &o. 

Note . — If the circumstance of aggravation does not exist, omit the 
clause in italics, and charge the offence as punishable under s. 143. See 
the reilaarks upon the indictment for daooity under s. 391. 

{No. 11.) Indictment for Rioting . 

That he on or about tbe day of at with other per- 

sons to the number of five or more, unlawfully assembled together at 
and there used force in prosecution of the common object of 
such assembly, viz., in resisting the lawful arrest of A B, and thereby 
committed the offence of rioting, and that he has thereby committed 
an offence punishable under s. i47 of the Indian Penal Code, and 
within, &c. 

The Bengal High Court has laid it down that u it is quite enough ti® > 
charge the prisoners with the offence of rioting punishable under s. 147 
of the Indian Penal Code,” but that where u the committing officer has 
resolved the crime into its elementary facts in the charge, all that com- 
bined to constitute the compound offence should have been charged.” 

(1 W. R. Ch L. 10 4 RJ. & P. 413.) The tendency of the Madras 
High Court is to resolve such technical terms into their elements, so as 
to explain to the prisoner what he is charged with. (See Note to 
charge of Dacoity.) It is also laid down in Bengal that in indictments 
mder a. 149, the charge should state what the common object of the 
assembly was. (I R< C, C, Circ f 3* 16.) 


49 
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{No. 12.) Indictment for an Affray. 

That or on about the day of they 

the said A B and 0 D did commit an affray in the public street at 
by fighting therein, and disturbing the public peace, and 
that they have thereby committed an offence punishable under s« 160 
of the Indian Penal Code, and within, See. 

{No. 14*) Indictment against a public Servant for Accepting a 
Gratification « 

That he being a Public Servant, that is to say, an Inspecting 
^Engineer in the Department of Public Works, accepted for himself 
from one AB a gratification, other than a legal remuneration, as a 
motive for his the said (defendants) procuring a certaiu contract for 
the said A B, such being an official act, and that he has thereby com- 
mitted an offence punishable under s. 161 of the Indian Penal Code, 
« and within, See. 

(No. 14) Indictment for Non-attendance in Obedience to 
Lawful Summons * 

That on or about the day of one A B, then being 

Zillah Judge of and being as such Zillah Judge legally 

competent to issue a summons, did by his summons call upon the said 
'[defendant) to appear and give his evidence at the Court House of 
‘ ou and such summons was duly served upon the arid 
(defendant) who was legally bound to attend in obedience to the sitftte, 
yet he intentionally omitted to attend at the said Court House, and 
that lie has thereby committed an offence punishable under a, 174 of 
the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

{No. 15.) Indictment for Disobedience to an Order promulgated by a 
public Servant* 

That on the day of A B, then being Magistrate 

of ’ made and promulgated an order directing the Loft Hand 
Caste to refrain from conducting a procession through the 
street in the Village of , such being an order which he waa 

lawfully empowered to promulgate, and the said (defendants) well 
knowing the said order disobeyed the directions of the said A B, and 
conducted the procession through the said street, whereby a riot was 
caused in the said village (or) whereby dagger to human life and safety 
was cmsed i and that they have thereby committed an offenoe ptttdah** 
able under s. 188 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

Note .* — The indictment ought to show that the publio servant was 
one authorised to promulgate an order, and that the order waa one 
' which, he was competent to make. If no riot resulted, and no danger 
was caused by the act of disobedience, the clauses in italics should be 
omitted, but some averment must bo inserted to show that the corue- 
auences stated in the previous clause of s* 388 have resulted from the 
J^Aedience, otherwise no offence at all has been shown* 

PaXSE Evidence . — Indictment for giving False Evidence in a 
" Suit before a District Moonsif. 

1 & 61 , teiflg summoned as a witness 
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at the final hearing in O, S. 1 of 1861, being a judicial proceeding 
then pending before the District Moonsiffof and being bound by 
solemn affirmation to state the truth, intentionally gave false evidence 
by knowingly and falsely stating that he had seen one Uamasawmy 
sign a certain document marked A, whereas he had not seen the said- 
Bamasawmy sign the said document, and that he has thereby commit- 
ted an offence punishable under s. 193 of the Indian Penal Code, and 
within, 


• Note .—-' The averment that lie “ intentionally gave false evidence v is 
a very material point. (2 W, R. 0. L. 11.) It is not necessary to 
state that the point on which he perjuied himself was material to the 
issne of the case, (Ibid and 1 Mad. H- C. 38.) The charge ought to 
state what the judicial proceeding was, in which the false evidence was 
given and even the paiticular stage of that proceeding. [1 B. A. Cr w 
(3.) 


No. 17.) Indictment for False Statement in an Income Tax Return. 


That hejon the day of being bound by law to make 

a declaration as to the amount of his profits for the year 1860, which 
declaration the Special Commissioner of Income Tax was authorized to* 
receive as evidence of the amouut of such profits, made a return to 
Robert Ellis, then being Special Commissioner of Income Tax for the 
Town of Madras, and in such return knowingly and falsely stated that 
his profits for the year 1860 had been only Rupees 1,000, whereas his 
profits for the said year had been Rupees 10,000, the said false 
statement being upon a point material to the object for which the said 
declaration was made, and that he has thereby committed an offence 
punishable under ss. 199 and 193 of the Indian Penal Code, and 
within, &c. 

Note . — The practice in the High Court is to set out the sub- 
stance, and as nearly as possible the words of the statement upon which 
perjury is assigned. Where the charge did not distinctly set forth the 
statement which was alleged, but it appeared that the prisoners per- 
fectly understood on their trial what was the alleged false statement, 
and had not been prejudiced in tbeir defence by the defective form of 
the charge, the Couit refused to interfere. (4 R. J. &P. 359.) But 
the High Court of Bengal has directed that in all committals for giv* 
ing false evidence under ss. 193 to 195, the particular statements on, 
which perjury is assigned should be invariably inserted in the charge. 
(1 R- C. C. Circ. 15. 16.) And that part of the statement, which is 
alleged to he false, must be specifically pointed out. (5 R. C. C. OR. 
33.) The statement proved must also be substantially the same as 
that set out, unless the record is amended to meet the variance. (Afcb. 
713.) It must also be expressly alleged that the statement was 
knowingly and falsely made: (Arch. 707) but this allegation will be 
borne out by proof that the defendant had no reason to believe his- 
assertion to be true, though he did not in point of fact know it to b a 
also* (Arch* 710.) 
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- Where several persona give false evidence, although they give it in 
the same proceeding, and in the very same words, the offence of each ia 
a distinct offence, and of course they cannot be changed jointly in the 
same Court. Where the statement of each is part of the same transaction, 
bo that each offence will be proved and rebutted by the same evidence, 
it is a common and convenient course to indict all the prisoners in the 
same indictment, charging each of course in a separate count. The 
Madras High Court has laid it down however that this course is open 
to abuse, as it is doubtful whether prisoneis so tried together will 
understand that they are entitled to call one another as witnesses in 
their defence. The Judges therefore directed that the strictly legal course 
should for the future be followed. Each act of giving false evidence 
being a separate offence a separate charge must necessarily be framed 
against each prisoner ; and m future a separate trial must be held of 
each charge. (3 Mad. H.C. Appendix 32.) 


By Act XVIII of 1863, s. 24, it is provided that in an indictment 
for giving or fabricating false evidence, or for any offence which by the 
Penal Code is declared to be punishable in the same maimer as the 
offence of intentionally giving false evidence, or for allotting, or at- 
tempting to commit any of the offences aforesaid, it shall be^jufficient to 
set forth the substance of the offence charged upon the defendant, 
without setting forth any part of any proceeding m law or in equity, 
and without setting forth the commission or authority of the Court or 
person before whom such offence was committed. 

[No, 18.) Indictment for fabricating fake Evidence, and for uhttg 
the mine knowingly . 


That he fabricated false evidence by making in an account book a 
false entry, purporting to be an entry of a payment of Rs. 1,000 by 
one A. B. to one Veera9awmy, intending that such false entry should 
appear in evidence in a judicial proceeding, and that such false entry, 
so appearing in evidence, should cause any person, who in such pro- 
ceeding might have to form an opinion upon the evidence, to entertain 
an erroneous opinion touching the fact of such payment, the same 
being a point material to the result of such proceeding and that he 
has thereby committed an offence punishable under ft* 193 of the In- 
dian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

That he, the said A. B. in 0. S. 1 of 1861, being a judicial proceed- 
ing before the Civil Judge of corruptly psed the entry in 

the last count mentioned as genuine evidence, knowing the same to 
be fabricated, and that he bus thereby committed an offence punishable 
under s. 196 and s. 193 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &e* 
[No. 19.) Indictment for causing disappearance of evidence. 

That he, having reason to believe that an offence, that is to say, 
murder, had been committed, dul throw a certain dead body into a 
'*weU» and thereby cause evidence of the commission of that offence to 
pa$r, with the intention of screening the offender from legal 
tanent, and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable 
f #01 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &e- 


$ prisoner is charged under this section, or undm 
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sa. 202, or 203, it is not necessary to stow that any offence had been 
actually committed, provided he committed the act under the mistaken ' 
belief that an offence had been committed, (2 W. R, 0. L. L) < 

(No. 20 ) Indictment for false personation in a BuiL 

That he ou the day of falsely personated one 

AB in a judicial proceeding before C D., Esq., the Commissioner of the 
High Court of Madras, and m such assumed character became security 
for one X, a receiver appointed by the said Court, the same being an 
act done in a civil suit then pending in the said High Court, and that 
lie has thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 205 of the 
Iudian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

[No. 21.) Indictment for fraudulent transfer of property . 

That one A B was a creditor of the said [defendant) and had sued 
him in the Moonsiffs Court of in O. S. 1 of 1861, and 

had obtained judgment against him for the sum of Rupees 1000, and the® 
said [defendant) intending to prevent a certain piece of land situated 
in the village of from being taken in execution of the said decree* 
fraudulently transferred the same to one C D, and that he has thereby 
committed an offence punishable under s. 206 of the Iudian Penal Code* 
and within, &c. 

(A T o. 22-) Indictment for a false claim. 

That he on or about the day of commenced 

a suit in the District Moonsiffs Court of against one 

A B, and in the saiti. suit falsely claimed to be the owner ot certain 
jewels then in the possession of the said A B, with inteut to injure 
the said A B, whereas he well knew that he was not the owner of the 
jewels so claimed, and that he has thereby committed an offence punish* 
able under s. 209 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

(No. 28.) Indictment for a false charge of an offence . 

That he ou or about the day of with intent ’ 

to cauae injury to one A B, appeared before the Magistrate of 
and there falsely charged the said A B with having stolen Bs, 50, he 
the said [defendant) at the time well knowing that A B had not stolen 
the said money, and that there was no just or lawful ground for such 
charge, and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable under 
a. 211 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

See 2 W. B. C. L. 2 where this form is laid dowu. The nature erf 
the false charge should be stated in the finding, and entered in the 
Calendar, (1 Bomb. H. C. 88.) 

(No. 24.) Indictment for Harbouring an Offender . 

That on or about the day of the crime of dacoity 

Was committed in the village of and that he the said (defend- 
ant) harboured one A B, whom he, at the time he harboured him, knew 
{or had reason to believe) to be one of the offenders, with the intention 
of screening him from legal punishment, ami that he has thereby com- 
mitted an offence punishable under s. 2 1 2 of the Indian Penal Code, and 
within, &c» 
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(No. 25.) Indictment for omission to apprehend, or for permitting m 

escape . 

That he, being a public servant, that is to say, an Inspector of 
Police (Keeper of the Jail of) and being as such public servant legally 
bound to apprehend ( keep in confinement) one AB who then was 
charged with the offence of robbery, intentionally omitted to appre- 
hend the said AB, {suffered the said AB who was then in confinement 
in the said jail to escape from such confinement) and that he has there- 
by committed an offence punishable under s. 221 of the Indian Penal 
Code, and within, &c. 

Note . — The nature of the office held by the prisoner should be 
stated, so that it may appear whether the legal obligation to appre- 
hend, or to keep in confinement, attached to it. (I ft C. C. Oirc. 19.) 
The names of the persons suffered to escape should be stated ; (ibid.) 
, but this is not an essential to the charge, but merely a matter of 
particularity, for the information of the accused. The nature of the 
charge against the person who escaped should also be stated in 
charges under this section, and under ss. 222 and 225, since the 
punishment of the public servant depends upon the extent to which 
justice was likely to be defeated by his breach of duty. ** 

(No. 26.) Indictment fior Counterfeiting Coin „ 

That he on or about the day of counterfeited a piece 

of the Queen’s Coin known as a Company’s Rupee, and that he has 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 262 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and within, &c. , 

(No. 27.) Indictment for passing off and possessing Counterfeit Com * 

Nirst; That he on or about the day of having 

a counterfeit Com, which was a counterfeit of a piece of the Queen’s 
Coin known as a Company’s Rupee, and which, at the time when he 
became possessed of it, he knew to be] a counterfeit of the Queen’s 
Coin, fraudulently delivered the same to one A B, and that he has 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 240 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and within, &c* 

(No* 28,) Secondly , That he on or about the day of 

delivered to one A B as genuine a counterfeit Coin, that is to say, a 
counterfeit Rupee, knowing the same to be counterfeit, and that he has 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 211 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and within, &c. 

In charges under s. 211, the coin delivered and the Queen’s coin of 
which it was a counterfeit, should be described, and the name of the 
person to whom it was delivered, a3 required by the model from clause 
1, s. 213, Cr. P^ C. It is also essential that the element of fraud should 
he recognized, either by the use of the word c< fraudulently” in the 
charge, or of the terms as genuine” in the manner indicated in the 
Simple form* (1 R. C. C. Circ. 20.) 

Thirdly \ That he on or about the day of was 
of counterfeit Coin, that is to say, three 



FORMS VF ixinvxmsmt*!* * 

counterfeit Anna pieces, he, at the time when he became possessed 
thereof, having well known that they were counterfeit, and that he has 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 242 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and within, &c, 

( No . 30.) Indictment for murder - 

That he the said A. B, on or about the day of at 
did commit culpable homicide amounting to murder (1 W. R« C. L. 
12) by causing the death of one Z by doing an act with the intention 
of causing the death of a human being, 

(or) by doing an act with the intention of causing such bodily 
injury to the said Z, as he the said A* B. knew to be likely to cause 
the death of the said Z, 

(or) by doing an act, with the intention of causing bodily injury to 
some person, and that the bodily injury intended to be inflicted was 
sufficient in the ordinary course of nature to cause death, 

(or) by doing an act, knowing it to be so immediately dangerous 
that it must in all probability cause the death of a human being, or 
such bodily injury as was likely to cause the death of a human being, 
and committing such act without any excuse for incurring the risk of 
causing death or such injury as aforesaid, and that he has thereby 
committed an offence punishable under s. 3D2 of the Indian Penal 
Code, and within the cognisance of the (Style of the Court.) 

Note . — The above form is sufficient in thB High Court withont set* 
ting forth the manner in which, or the means by which the death was 
caused* (Act XVIII of 1862, ss. 9. 10.) Only one of the clauses com- 
mencing with (or) should be used in the same count, hut if there is 
any doubt as to the character of the act, it is well to use different 
counts, stating the nature of the act differently in each. The same 
commencement arid conclusion will be required in each count. 

It is not necessary in the High Court to negative the special excep- 
tions contained in s. 300. (Act XVIII of 1862, s. 26.) 

The above form is much more specific than that given in s* 243 of 
the Criminal Proceduie Code ; the form there given was formerly ruled 
by the Bengal High Court to be most incomplete, as not fulfilling the 
requirements of s* 237 of the same Code, inasmuch as it did not nega- 
tive the special exceptions. (2 W. R. C* L- 12. 8. 1 W, R. C. L. 9* 
12, 13.) But the Bengal High Court has now directed that, in the. 
Mofussil, charges of murder should for the future be drawn up in the 
form given by the Or* P. C. s. 243. 

That he (or they) the said A B on or about the day of 

at t committed murder by causing the death of 0. D, and 
that he (or they) has (or have) thereby committed an offence punishable 
under s. 302 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c, (1 R. C. C. 
Oirc. 26. CR. 33* and See ante, p. 369*) 

No * 31.) Indictment for Culpable Homicide* 

That he on or about the day at committed 

culpable homicide not amounting to murder by causing the death of 
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by doing an act with the intention of causing death, 
(or) with the intention of causing such bodily injury as was likely to 
cause death, (or) with the knowledge that he was likely by such acts 
to cause death, and that he has thereby committed an offence punish- 
able under s. 304 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c* 

Note . — The indictment should (t state whether the act constituting 
the offence of culpable homicide not amounting to murder was done 
with the intention of causing death, or only with the knowledge that 
it was likely to cause death, as distinct penalties are provided by law 
for the same acts as above distinguished.” (2 W. R. 0, L. 8.) The 
words not amounting to murder,” should also be used. (1 W. R. 
C. L. 12.) 

See Act XVIII of 1862, ss. 9. 10 According to English law and 
in the High Court under Act XVIII of 1862* s. 11, separate counts 
for murder and culpable homicide are unnecessary, as upon an indict- 
ment for the graver offence, the jury may convict of the minor* 

(No. S2.) Indictment for Causing Miscarriage . 

That he on or about the day of voluntarily and 

without the consent of A B, then being a woman with child caused 
the said A B to miscarry, such miscarriage not being caused in good 
faith for the purpose of saving the life of the said woman, and that he 
has thereby committed an offence punishable under s. 313 bf the 
Indian Penal Code, and within, See. * 

(No. 33-) Indictment for causing Grievoue Eurt by Dangerous 
Weapon. 

That he on or about the day of voluntarily caused 

grievous huit to one A B by means of an instrument for shooting, that 
is to say a pistol, the said hurt not being caused on giave and sudden 
provocation, and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable 
under s. 326 of the Indian Penal Code and within, &c. 


Note,—* 1 It shall not be necessary in an indictment for voluntarily 
causing giievous hurt to specify the particular kind of grievous hurt/* 
(Act XVIII of 1362, s. 13.) The words in italics need not be 
inserted in indictments , in the High Court, (Ibid. s. 26) but in the 
Mofussil they ought to be inserted. (Or, P. C. s. 287. 1 R. 0* 0. 
Oirc. 26.) The form given in the Crim. Pro, Code itself, however, omits 
these words, (e, 239. cl. 6) and the Madras High Court has ruled that 
a charge is good without them. (4 Mad. II. C, Appx. 5*) 


(No, 34 ) Indictment for causing Grievous Eurt by Negligence- 

That he on or about the day of caused grievous hart 
ip one A. E by doing an act, that is to say, by driving a carriage so 
, usably (or negligently) as to endanger the personal safety of others, 
“ that he has thereby committed an offence punishable under s> 338 
'an Penal Code, and within, &c* 

Jg XYm <1862, 8. Ik 
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[No. 35.) Indictment for Wrongful Confinement far the purpose 
of Compelling Restoration of Property. 

That he on or about the day of wrongfully confined 

one A B, for the purpose of constraining the said A B to cause the 
restoration of certain jewels, before then stolen from him the said 
{defendant^) and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable 
under s, 348 of the Indian Penal Code, within, &c- 

Note.— The name of the person wrongfully confined should be 
given. (1 R, C. C. Circ. 20.) 

( No , 36 ) Indictment for an Assault. 

That he on or about the day*of assaulted one A B, the 
said assault not being committed on grave and sudden provocation given 
by A B, and that he has thereby committed an oflence punishable under 
s. 3 52 of the Indian Penal Code and within, fee, 

( No. 37.) Indictment for Kidnapping from Lawful Guardianship , 

That he on nr about the day of kidnapped one AB, 

being a female under the age of 16, {or being a person of unsound mind) 
from lawfyj guardianship by taking her out of the keeping of h$r father 
C D without his consent, and that he has thereby committed an offence 
punishable under s. 363 of the Indian Penal Code and within, fee, 

(2Vo. 38.) Indictment for Abduction of a Woman . 

That he on or about the day of abducted a certain 

woman named A B by inducing her by deceitful means to go from her 
home, knowing it to be likely that she would be seduced to illicit in- 
tercourse, and that be has thereby committed an offence punishable 
under s, 366 of the Indian Penal Code and within, fee. 

Note.~ The particular portions of the section which fit the particular 
case must be selected in framing the charge.' (2 W. R. C- L. 7.) 

{No* 39.) Indictment for Rape. 

That he on or about the day of committed rape upon 
the person of one A B, and that he has thereby committed an offence 
punishable under s. 376 of the Indian Penal Code and within, fee. 

{No. 40*) Indictment for Theft ly a Servant. 

That he on or about the day of being the servant of one 

A B, did commit theft in respect of certain property then in the pos- 
session of his said master, (2 W. E. C. L. 8) by dishonestly taking 
six spoons out of the possession of the said A B without his consent, 
and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable under s. SSL 
of the Indian Penal Code and within, fee. 

Note. — This indictment will be proved by showing a moving with 
dishonest intention. (Act XVIII of 1862, s. 8.) If it is necessary to 
mention any instrument, money, or note, see Act XYHI of 1862, as. 
15,25. 

' Where a completed theft is charged, the goods ought to be stated. 
Otherwise where onjy an attempt to steal is alleged. (Reg. n, Gallagher. 
84 U, EC. 24, L, fe C, 489.) 
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If the facts proved under this indictment amount to criminal mis- 
appropriation or breach of trust, there may still be a conviction ; see 
ante, p. 368. 

As to cases where the evidence establishes several acts of theft. 
Seo Act XVIII of 1862, s. 23, ante, p. 371, 

(No. 41.) Indictment for Theft in a dwelling house. 

That he on or about the day of 

committed theft in a building used by one C D as a human dwelling 
(or for the custody of property) by dishonestly taking one brass vessel 
the property of the said C I) out of the said building without Ins con- 
sent, and that he has thereby committed an offence punishable under 
a. 380 of Indian Penal Code and within, &c. 

{ No. 42.) Indictment for Extortion by putting in fear of Death. 

That he on or about the day of did extort a pro- 

missory note for Rupees 10 D from A B, having, in order to the com- 
mitting of such extortion, put the said A B in fear of death, and that 
he has thereby committed an offence punishable under s, 386 of the 
Indian Penal Code and within, &c. m 

(No. 43. ) Indictment for Highway Robbery by Night. 

That he on or about the day of ' on 

highway leading from A to B, and between sunset and sunrise, rob- 
bed one C 1) of a watch and seals, and that he has thereby committed 
an offence punishable under s. 892 of the Indian Penal Code and 
within, &c. 

Note . — The averment that the offence was committed on the high- 
way is material. (1 W. It, C. L. 11.) 

Distinct robberies committed in different houses during the same 
night by the same prisoners should be act out in separate charges, and 
%aoh should be tried separately. Where all the charges were united 
in the same indictment, and tried simultaneously, the conviction was 
quashed and a new trial ordered. (2 R. C. k C. C, C. R. 67.) 

4 / ’ u {No. 44.) Indictment for Dacoity with Murder * 

That on or about the day of he, with other* to 

the number office or more , committed robbery, and thereby dacoity, at 
the village of and that in committing such dacoity one of the said 
persons- murdered one A 13, and that he the said {defendant) has thereby 
committed an offence punishable under s, 306 of the Indian Penal 
Code and within, See, 

Note . — The words m italics are said by the Bengal High Court to be 
redundant as being included in the teira dacoity. (2 W. R. C. L. 1.) 
But the Madras lhgli Court has ruled that they should be inserted, as 
being necessary to inform the prisoner of the charge against him, 
Madras Rulings, 1864 on s, 3Do,) 

? M|^the charge is preferred under s. 397, or s. 398, the charge 
|% 306 as well* since the funner sections merely impose 
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a minimum punishment, while the extent of the penalty is to be found 
in s. 395. (5 R J & P. 1370 

(jVo. 45 ) Indictment for Criminal Misappropriation. 

That he on or about the day of dishonestly mis- 

appropriated certain jewels, knowing that such property was in the 
possession o-f one Ramasawmy, now deceased, at the time of his death, 
and that the same had not since been in the possession of any person 
legally entitled to such possession, and that he has thereby committed 
an offence punishable under s, 404 of the Indian Penal Code and 
within, See. 

Note . — If the offence really committed should amount to a theft, the 
conviction will still be valid. Ante , p. 368. 

[No. 46.) Indictment for Criminal Breach of Trust. 

That he being the Clerk of J ohn Brown, and being in such capacity 
entrusted with a promissory note the property of the said John Brown, 
committed criminal breach of trust by dishonestly converting the said 
note to his own use, and that he has thereby committed an offence 
punishable under s. 408 Df the Indian Penal Code and within, &c. 

Note . — As to the mode of describing instiuments, money and notes, 
see Act XVIII of 1852, ss. 15, 25. 

Where the defendant is the servant of a partnership, or of a Joint 
Stock Company not incorporated, [Reg v. Prankland, 32 L. J. M- C. 
69 1. L & C. 276) the correct mode of flaming the indictment is to 
state that he is the servant of one of the partners or shareholders by 
name, and of others, not naming them. And the property should be 
laid in the same way. (9. Geo. IV c. 74. s. 10, Act XVIII of 1862, 
s% 39.) 

If the alleged breach of trust should turn out to be a theft, the de- 
fendant may still be convicted under this indictment. See ante, p. 386. 

The Criminal Procedure Code seems to consider that a mere state- 
ment that A committed criminal breach of trust is sufficient m an indict- 
ment. Even if such an indictment should be held legally sufficient, it 
is obvious that justice demands a more specific statement from the 
prosecutor. 

{No. 47.) Indictment for Receiving Stolen Property . 

That he on or about the day of dishonestly re- 

ceived a gold bracelet, then being stolen property, knowing (or having 
reason to believe,) the same to be stolen property, and that he has- 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s* 411 of the Indian 
Penal Code and within, &c. 

The Bombay High Court have laid it down that a charge under this 
section should allege that the article found in the prisoner's possession 
was property stolen from A B (naming him) the owner thereof. 
0, Bpmb. H. C. 96.) But this specification might often be impossible* 
m& t cannot see that it is ever necessary. 
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(No, 48,) Indictment for Cheating, 

That lie on or about the day of cheated one 

Veerasawmy, by falsely pretending that a certain ornament was made of 
gold, and thereby deceived the said Veerasawmy, and fraudulently 
induced him to pay the sum of Rupees 100, the property of the said 
Veerasaumy, as the price of the said ornament, whereas the said orna- 
ment was not of gold, in consequence of which the said Veerasawmy 
suffered damage in his property ; and that he has thereby committed 
an offence punishable under s. 420 of the Indian Penal Code ami 
within, &c. 

Note . — Under English law an indictment for cheating was bad unless 
it set out the false pretences, and it was not sufficient merely to allege 
that the money was obtained from the defendant by false pretences. 
(Arch. 401.) Probably in Mofussil practice such particularity would 
* not be held necessary, but it seems to me moat advisable that the 
indictment should he as specific as possible for the protection of the 
prisoners. A mere allegation in the words of the. Code, that A cheated 
B would be too vague to give any information of value to the prisoner 
or the judge. ■* 

According to the practice of the High Court, it is also necessary to 
negative the pretences by speoial averment, (Arch. 407) but out of 
those limits such precision would probably not be required* f 

The indictment should state whose the property is, so as to negative 
the possibility of its being the property of the prisoner. But the 
onoissiou of such a statement is merely an tl uncertainty/* which must 
he objected to before the jury is sworn, and not afterwards. (Act XVII t 
of 1862, s. 41. Keg. v. Wiltons, I Mad- H. 0. 31.) In Keg. v . Wiltons 
the High Court seemed to lay down, though with considerable reluc- 
tance, on the authority of English cases, that if the property was in fact 
not that of the prosecutor ; as for instance, if A by cheating B, in- 
duced him to deliver up the property of C; the offence under 8, 415 
would not be committed. Even supposing this view of the tow to 
, be correct, T have no doubt that any legal possession, which entitled the 
party cheated to retain the article as against the party cheating him, 
would be held to be sufficient proof of property to support an indict- 
ment. (See ante, p. 265.) 

An indictment for cheating the prosecutor of his property is proved 
by evidence that the article was in fact delivered by the prosecutor’s 
wife, upon a permission granted by the prosecutor under the influence 
of the false statement. (Reg. a. Moseley 31 LJ. M. C. 24* L* & C. M J 

As to ihe mode of describing the property obtained bv cheating, 
see Act XV11I of 18C2, as. 15, 25. 


(No. 49.) Indictment for Mischief to Cattle . 

That he on or about the day of committed mis- 

maiming a horse (or a dog, of the value of fifty rupees) the 
of A B, and that lie has thereby committed an offence pun- 
fk*4S9 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 
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Note . — Under this section, value may be the essence of the offence* 
and would have to be alleged, and proved. 

(No. 50.) Indictment for Lurking House- Trespass by Night . 

'That he on or about the day of at 

committed lurking house-trespass by night in the house of and 
that he has thereby commuted an offence punishable under s. 455 
of the Indian Penal Code, and within, See. 

(No. 51 ) Indictment for house-breaking by night with infant to 
commit Theft. 

That he on or about the day of broke into the 

house of one A B after sunset and before sunrise, m order to commit 
theft, (oi in order to the committing of an offence punishable with 
prisonment , that ts to say the offence of adultery ,) and that he has thereby 
committed an offence punishable under s. 457 of the Indian Penal 
Code, and within, &c. 

Note . — If theft has been committed, add a count under a. 380, 
Form 41 3 jnte, p. 394. 

(No. 52.) Indictment for breaking open a dosed receptacle 
entrusted to him. 

That he being entrusted with a closed receptacle, that is to say a 
box, containing property, \ot which he believed to contain property) did, 
on or about the day of dishonestly 

break open the same, not having authority so to do, and that he has 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s, 462 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and within, he. 

[No. 53,) Indictment for forging a Bill of Exchange and fraudulently' 
^ ' using the same. 

First; That he on or about the day of commit- 

ted forgery, by making a certain false Bill of Exchange, purport- 
ing to be a valuable security, with intent to defraud, and that he has 
thereby committed an offence punishable under s 457 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and within, &c. 

Secondly ; That he on or about the day of frau- 

dulently used the said forged Bill of Exchange as genuine, knowing it 
to be forged, and that he has theieby committed an offence punishable, 
under ss. 471 and 467 of the Indian Peoal Code, and within, &c. 

Note .— See as to the description of the document forged. ActXVlII 
of 1882, as. 15, 25. # 

Where the forgery consists in altering a true instrument, the offence 
may still be described as a forgery of the whole. (An te, p. 318.) 

It is not necessary to mention the person upon whom the forgery 
has been passed off, or attempted to be so. (Arch 466.) 

, It is sufficient to allege the intention to defraud generally, without 
stating any particular person who would be defrauded by the forgery. 
(Act XVIII of 1862, s, 16,) 
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(No, 5 4 *. 3 Indictment for Bigamy > 


That lie the said John Brown on the day of had a 

wife living named Sarah Brown, who had been continually absent 
from the said John Brown for the space of 7 years, and had not been 
heard of by him as being alive within that time y and that he on the 
said day married one Elizabeth Smith, the said last named marriage 
being void by reason of its taking place during the life of the said 
Sarah Brown, (and that lie the said John Brown did not before (he said 
last named marriage inform the said Elizabeth Smith of the real state 
of facts connected with his said first marriage so far as the same were 
within his own knowledge) and that he has thereby committed an 
offence punishable under s. 494 of the Indian l’enal Code, and 
within, &e. 

(No. 55.) Indictment for Adultery. 

That lie on or about day of committed adultery 

by having sexual intercourse with one who then was, and 

whom he knew (or had reason to believe to be) the wife of another man 
that is to say of one without the consent or connivance of 

the said [name of husband) such sexual intercourse not amounting to 
the offenoe of rape, and that he has thereby committed an offence 
punishable under s. 497 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, 


(No. 55.) Indictment for enticing away a married woman. 

That he on or about the day of enticed away from 

her husband (or from one who then had the care of her on behalf of her 
husband ) a certain woman named who then was and whom he 
the said then knew (or had reason to believe) to be the wife 

of one with intent that she might have illicit intercouise with 

him the said (or with a certain other person named 

) and that he has thereby committed an offence 
punishable under a. 498 of the Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 


Note . — In cases of bigamy, the offence is completed at the time 
the second marriage, and must be tried by the Court within whose 
jurisdiction such second marriage took place * In cases of adultery, any 
Court may try the offence, within whose limits any act of criminal eon* 
section took place. In cases of enticing or taking away a married 
woman, there is an offence triable in every district into which the 
woman was enticed* But where she is taken out of one district, and 
livss with the man in another, if the trial is to be in the latter dis- 
trict, it would be well to add a count under s. 498 for detaining her 
in that district. Of course, a man cannot be tried twice in the same 


or in different districts, for different acts of the same continuous 
tery, enticing or detaining. 


adul- 


(No. 57.) Indictment for defamation. 

- {That he on or about the day of defamed A, S, by 

and publishing concerning him the following words (here insert 
^ fmatkr) and that he has thereby committed an offenoe 
^ Code, and within, fee* 


* 
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JV^ — See as to negativing the exceptions in s. 499, Act XVIII 
of 1862, s* 26, ante , , p. 369. 

(2Vb. 58.) Indictment for Criminal Intimidation , , 

That he on or about the day of criminally inti- 

midated A B, by threatening to came grievous hurt to one B (7, with intent 
to cause the said A B to do an act which he was not legally bound to do r 
that is to give money to the accused) and that he has thereby com- 
mitted an offence punishable under a. 506 of the Indian Penal Code, 
and within, &c. 

Note . — The words in italics are probably not necessary, at least in 
the Mofussil, but if any part of the description of the offence is set out 
the whole is necessary. 

(Ac, 59.) Indictment for attempting to commit house-breaking . - 

That he on or about the day of did attempt to 

commit house-breaking in the house of one , and in such 

attempt did an act towards the commission of the offence, and that 
he has thereby committed an offence punishable under s 511 and s. 
453 of th*Indian Penal Code, and within, &c. 

Note .—- No separate count for an attempt, is necessary, where the 
completed offence is charged [Act XVIII of 1862, s, 17, ante, p. 366 ) 

The indictment must specify not only s . 5 1 1 7 but the section of the 
Code under which the offence, if completed, would have been punishable, 
aB a reference to both sections is necessary to detetmine the penalty. 
(2 W. B. C. L. 2.) 

Charges of attempts must of course contain a correct legal da* 
scrlption of the offence attempted, but need not state it in els much 
detail, as a charge of actually committing the offence. For instance, 
a count for an attempted theft need not specify the goods which the 
thief attempted to steal, since that cannot always be known. (Beg. 
Johnson, 34 L. J. M- C. 24. L & C. 489.) But an indictment for 
an attempt to cheat was held insufficient which simply stated that 
the prisoner “did unlawfully attempt and endeavour, fraudulently, 
falsely and unlawfully to obtain from the A. Insurance Co. £22-19, 
with intent thereby then and there to cheat and defraud the said Com* 
pany.” (Reg. v. March. 1 Den. C, C. 505.) Here, not only the indict- 
ment gave the prisoner no information as to the nature of the offence 
which was charged against him, but it stated nothing which, if admi^ 
ted, amounted to an offence. 

(No. 60.) Indictment for Theft after a previous conviction . 

That he on or about the day of committed theft bv dis- 
honestly taking one gold bangle then in the possession of one A B out 
of his possession without his consent, and that he has thereby com- 
mitted an offence punishable under a. 379 of the Indian Penal Code, and 
within, &o* And the said ( defendant ) stands further charged that he, 
'belore the committing of the said offence, that is to say, on the 
' A^<fay of * #had been convicted in Calendar No, 
dp|^ file of, of an offence punishable under Chapter XVII 
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of the Penal Code with imprisonment for a term of three years, that 
is to say, the offence of house-breaking by night, {describe' the offence 
in the words used tn the Section under which the penalty is imposed) 
which conviction is still in full force and effect, and that he is thereby 
liable to enhanced puuishment under s. 75 of the Indian Penal Code, 
and within, &e. 

Note * — The date of the previous conviction ought to be mentioned 
in the charge, since, in order to render a. 75 of the Penal Code appli- 
cable, it is necessary that the previous offence should have been com- 
mitted since the 1st of January 1862, when that Code became law. 
(1TL J &P. 5 62, and see ante, p. 69,) But to carry out the above 
principle strictly, it would be rather necessary to state the time at 
which the offence was committed, than the date of the conviction* 

The Bengal High Court has laid it down “that the previous con- 
viction of the prisoner should not bo entered in the charge against 
him, but should be brought forward by the prosecution after the con- 
viction, and be taken into consideration by the Judge, when passing 
sentence. To enter such a circumstance in tho charge would be apt* 
very improperly, to prejudice ihc jury trying the case.” (1 R* C. C. 
,<3irc. 26.) But this dictum seems to me to be clearly wrong, if it 
refers to cases under s. 75- The previous conviction is a distinct ag- 
gravation of -the offence, which subjects the offender to an enhanced 
punishment, The charge should, therefore, give him dkthiotaotichof 
it, so that he may be able to show that he was not the person convict- 
ed, or that his conviction was reversed, or that he was convicted of 
something different fiom what is alleged. And accordingly the Mad- 
ras High Court has ruled that “ the previous conviction should be 
made a separate head of cliaige on the trial for the subsequent 
offence ** (Rulings of 1864, s. 75.) All improper prejudice to the 
prisoner may be prevented by adopting that which has been declared 
by the Madras High Couit to be the proper course, vis . %t First to 
try the prisoner on the substantive charge then under encpiiry, and if 
he should be convicted on that charge, to charge him with, and try the 
foot of the previous conviction,” (Rulings of 1865 on s. 75*) This 
Mfe the course now adopted in England, under 34 and 25 Viet, c 96, 
HilK (2 Russ* 848,) 

If the prisoner admits the fact of the previous conviction, further 
trial is of course unnecessary. If he pleads not guilty to it also, 
then the previous conviction must be proved, in the manner pointed 
out, ante , p. 382, and evidence must be given to identify the prisoner 
with the person named in the previous conviction. This is generally 
done by some one who was present at the first trial, or Who 
has had the prisoner under his charge upon the former sentence. The 
■ finding that he was previously convicted must then be entered on the 
^record, and the aggravated sentence can be passed. 
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ACT No. XVII of 1862. 


Passed by the Legislative Council of India. 

{Received the assent of the Governor-General, on the' 
Is* May 1862.) 


An Act to repeal certain Regulations and Acts relating * 
to Criminal Law and Procedure , 

Whjjraes by Act XLV of 1860, a Penal Cole has 
Preamble been prescribed for British India, and 
the said Code came into operation on 
the 1st day of January 1862 ; and whereas by Act 
XXV of 1861, a Code of Procedure is provided for 
the Courts of Criminal Judicature not established by 
Royal’Charter, and the said Code likewise came into 
operation on the 1st day of January 1862 in the Pre- . 
.sidencies of Bengal, Madras, and Bombay, and was 
at the same time, or has since been, or hereafter may 
be extended to other parts of British India ; and 
whereas it is expedient to repeal, in the manner here- 
inafter provided, certain Regulations and Acts relat- 
ing to Criminal Law and Procedure ; it is enacted 
as follows: — 


1. The several Regulations and Acts set forth in 
the Schedule hereunto ann exed; so far 
as they provide for the punishment of 
offences, shall be held to have been and 
are hereby repealed from the 1st day 
of January 1862 in the, Presidencies 
of Bengal, Madras, and Bombay, and 
in the other parts of British India in which such 
Regulations and Acts or any of them were in force on 
&e said 1st day of January 1862, except in so far 
ss 4hey repeal the whole or any part of any other 


Repeal of Regu- 
lations and Acts 
providing for the 
punishment of of* 
fences. 

Exception- 
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Regulation or Act, and except as to any offence 
committed before the said 1st day of January 1862. 

II. To the extent expressed in the Schedule an- 
Kepeai of Regu- & exe d to this Act, the Regulations and 

Mom and Acts Acts set forth therein, which are not 
aSlf, re P eal ed hy the last preceding Section, 

places w We Code shall, except in so faras they repeal the 
oldureTme ^to whole or any part of any otlier Regu- 
operation on ist lation or Act, and except as to any of- 
j&nnary 1862 . fence committed before the said 1st day 
of January 1862, be held to have been and are hereby 
jrepealed from the said date in the Presidencies of 
Bengal, Madras, and Bombay, and in the other parts 
of British India in which such Regulations and Acts 
or any of them were in force on the said 1st day of 
January 1862, and in which tho said Code of Crimi- 
nal Procedure came into operation on such date. 

III. To the extent expressed in the Schedule an- 

Repe&i of tiie nexed to the Act, the Regulations and 

s«ne Regulations Acts set forth therein, which are not 
where the’oodVrf repealed by Section 1 of this Act, and 
criminal JProce- which were in force on the said 1st 
into operation on day ot January 18C2, m any part of 
1st January 1862. British India in vhieh the said Code 
of Criminal Procedure did not come into opera- 
tion on the said 1st day of January 1862, shall, ex- 
cept in so far as they repeal the whole or any part of 
ailgr other Regulation or Act, and except as to any 
offence committed before the date on which the said 
Code shall have been or shall hereafter be extended 
to such part of British India, be held to have been 
or shall be repealed in such part of British India 
from the date on which the said Code shall have been 
or shall be so extended thereto. 

IV . In the investigation and trial of offences otttti- 
mitted before the said 1st day of Janu- 
ary 1862, the Criminal Courts of the 
several grades, and the Officers of 
Police shall, after the passing of this 

the provisions of Una 
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Code of Criminal Procedure, so far as the same can 
be applied, where the said Code shall be in opera- 
tion at the time of such investigation or trial ; and 
for the trial and punishment of such offences such 
Courts shall exercise the jurisdictionandpowers vest- 
ed in them under the said Code of Criminal Proce- 
dure ; provided that no person convicted of any such 
offence shall be liable to any other punishment than 
that to which he would have been liable had he been 
convicted of such offence before the said 1st day of 
January 1862, and that no such person, who shall 
claim the same, shall be deprived of any right of 
appeal or reference to a Sudder Court which he would" 
have enjoyed, had the trial been held under any of 
the Regulations or Acts hereby repealed. 

"V". * In any part of British India to which the 
t> n. Code of Criminal Procedure shall be 

investigation and extended after the passing of this Act, 
vjhloh the Co<jeo£ the said Code shall, subject to the pro- 
Criminai Pmce- visions of the last preceding Section, 
Stm paMwg^of he followed in the investigation anfl. 
this Aot, of oflen- trial of any offences committed before 
eSndSItoi' a*t«^ the date of such extension, 

siou*' 

VI. No sentence passed before the passing of 
Saving of certain this Act for any offence which shall 
sontenoes passed have been committedbeforethe 1st day 
mittedbrforeCode of January 1862, (or whenever the 
of cnmmai Pro- ga id Code of Criminal Procedure shall 
operation, by rea- not have been extended toany place m 
8 rooe°dn y e of that British. India on thesaid 1st day of J a- 
Cods having been nuary 1862, then before the date pn 
followed. which the said Code shall have feeep. 


extended to such place), shall be liable to be quashed 
or set aside by reason only of the Procedure in. the 
investigation or trial of any such offence having .been 
wholly or in part the procedure provided by the 
s$id Code of Criminal Procedure. Provided that, 
% ^ i n an y such case it shall appear that 

, the accused party has been deprived of 

#IW&^,°f a PP ea l or reference to a Sudder Count 
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which he would have enjoyed had the trial been held 
under any of the Regulations or Acts hereby repeal- 
ed, the Sudder Court or the highest Court of Cri- 
minal Jurisdiction may call for the proceedings in 
the case, and pass such order thereon as it may deem 
just and proper. 

VII. Nothing in this Act shall affect any sentence 
or order passed, or any proceeding 
Saving of oertain held, or any act done, previously to 

Jf? ^3 the P as . sin g of thia Act and in aceord- 
of this Art. ance with any Act or Regulation re- 
pealed by this Act. 


SCHEDULE OF REGULATIONS AND ACTS REPEALED. 


Reference to Regulation 
or Act- 


Act XIII of 1835 
Act XV of 1835 
Act XVIII of 1835 
Act XX of 1835 ... 

Act VI of 1836 ... 
Act XXX of 1836 ... 
Act XVIII of 1837 
Act XXI of 1837 ... 
Act XXIII of 1837 , 
Act XXVII of 1837... 
Act XXX of 1837 
Act XXXIII ofl837... 
Aot XXXVII of 1837 
Act III of 1838 ... 

Act IX of 1838 ... . 
Aot XXVI of 1838 ... 
Act II of 1839 ... 
Act XVIII of 1839... 
Act XIX of 1839 

Act I of 1840 

Act IV of 1840 ... 
Act V of 1840 

#5* mo... . 
**po°ns«... 


Extent of Repeal. 



The whole Aot. 

The whole Act* 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act, 

Section IV. 

The whole Act. 

Section XII. 

The whole Act, 

The whole Act. 

The whole Aot. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Aat. 

The whole Aot, 

Sections II and III. , , i k , /, „ 
Sections II and III. 
f Section II, so tomb at wu net 

Tk ^% ;.•**?* vu t -a 

’Jmuti i„ wt iaA 
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Reference to Regulation 
or Act. 


Act XIX 1855 *** >«i m« 
Act I of 1856 *** »•* . 

Act II of 1856 

Act IV of 1856 ... ... ... 

Act XVII of 1866 


Act III of 1857 


Act "VII of 18o7 ... ... ... 

Act XI of 1857 


Act XXIV of 1859 

'Aot III of 1860 

Act XVII of I860 

Aot XXXV of I860 

Act XXII of 18 51 


Extent of Repeal. 


Section V. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Act. 

The whole Aot. 

''So much of Section. XIII as pro- 
vides that offences under the said 
Section^ shall be dealt with by the 
Police Officers according to the 
provisions of Section XXV, Regu- 
lation XX of 1817 of the Bengal 
Code, Section XXVII, Regulation 
XI of 1916 of the Madras Code, 
and SctionXLIII, Regulation XII 
l_of ] 827 of the Bombay Code. 
Section IV. 

Sections 1 and II. 

(•Sections XXII to XLIII both in- 
) elusive, and so muoh of the Soho* 
) dule as repeals Clause I, Suction 
V XI of Regulation XI of 1818, ’ 
The whole Act. 

Section XI. 

The whole Act. 

Sections I, II, IH, IV, and V. 


BENGAL. 


Regulation IX of 1798 ... ... 

' ’ * 

1 1 - 

\ . 

Regulation XIII of 1798 

Regulation XXII of 1 793 ... 
Regulation VII of 1794 


Regulation XVI of 1795 ... 



Sections IV, V, VI, VII.VIIUX, 
x, xvxn.xiv, xv.xvr, xvii, 

XVIII, XXIII, XXVI, XXVII 
XXIX, XLVIl, XLVI 11 , xux 
L, LI, L1II, LIV, LVi, LVII 
LV1II,LXI,LXIV,LXV, LxXIV, 
IlXXV, LXXVII and LXXVIII. 

Sections IX and XI. 
c Sections X, XVI, XXII, XXXI 
<XXXII, XXXIII, XXXIV, and 
C XXX VII I. 

The whole Regulation, 
f Section IV, Clause I, in sofaraa it 
extends the provisions of Regula- 
tion IX of 3 798, which wtiinphtt- 
■ ed by this Aot, and Clauses t, 4 
1 and 5, and die Mowing Sections 
lof the Regnletian t .: . 
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Reference to Regulation 
or Act. 


Regulation XXI of 1795 ... 

Regulation II of 1796 

Regulation IX of 17 9 6 

Regulation XI of 1795 

Regulation II of 1797 

Regulation IV of 1797 

Regulation XIII of 1797 ... 

Regulation XIV of 1797 

Regulation III of 1798 
Regulation II of 1799 
Regulation IV of 1799 ... I 

Regulation VIII of 1799 

Regulation X of 1799 
Regulation III of 1801 ... 
Regulation VI II of 1801 
Regulati^-VI of 1802 

Regulation VI of 1803 
Regulation VII of 1803 

i 

Regulation V1J I of 1803 ... 

Regulation XII of 1803 

Regulation XX of 1803 

Regulation XXXV of 1803 

Regulation L of 1803 

Regulation L1II of 1803..- 
Regulation III of 1804 
Regulation IV of 1804 ... . 


Regulation IX of 1804 


Regulation III of 1805 ... 
Regulation VIII of 1805 
Regulation I of 1806 


J8egiilationXIIofl806 , 


Extent of Repeal- 


The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

Section III. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 
i The whole Regulation with excep- 
l tion of Sections III and XXX IV- 

f Erom Section Y to Section XLI, 
l both inclusive. 

fThe whole Regulation with excep- 
tion of Sections VI, XXIV and 
LXXVI. 

Sections XII and XIV. 

The whole Regulation. 

\ Section III, Clauses 3, 4, and 5, 
(and Section X. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

, Proviso in Section VII. 

f So much of the Regulation as ex- 
tends the whole or any part of Re- 
gulations VI, VII, VIII. XX, 

4 XXXV, andLIIIof 1803 which 
; are repealed by this Act, to the 
Districts mentioned in Sections III 
j and IV ; Sections V and VI, and 
fjhe proviso in Section XI, 

.. The whole Regulation. 

Section XIV. 

.. Sections VI VII, VIII & IX. 

f Section^ ill, in so far as it extends 
the parts of Regulation IX of 
; 1804, and Regulation VIII of 
i 1805, and the other Regulations 
\ therein referred to, which are re« 
1 ^pealed by this Act. 
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Reference to Regulation or Act. 


Extent of Repeal. 


Regulation XV of 1806 
Regulation II of 1807,, 
Regulation IX of 1807 


Regulation XIV of 1807. 


The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation, 
f Section XI, Clauses 7, 8* 0, 10, 11 
< and 12, Section XX and Section 
( XXI. 


Regulation VIII of 1808 ... i 
Regulation I of 1810... ... 

Regulation VI of 1810 ... j 

Regulation XIV of 1810.., .. 


Regulation I of 1811 


Regulation VI of 1811 «.• ••* 

Regulation X of 1811- • *•• 

Regulation XIV 0 f 1811**. •** 


Regulation III of 1812 f*. 


The whole Regulation, 

The whole Regulation. 

Sections III, IV and V. 

The whole Regulation. 

"The whole Regulation, except so 
much of Section X as declares 
landholders and others accountable 
for the early communication to 
the Magistrate for information res- 
pecting receivers of stolen goods* 
The whole Regulation. w 
Section III- 
The whole Regulation* 

S Sectionall and III, eomucfcofSeor 
tion IV as provides a punishment 
for the offence mentioned in the 
Section, Section VI, and Sec* XII. 


Regulation VII of 1813 
Regulation IX of 1813 ... 

Regulation VIII of 1814 i 


Section 111. 

The whole Regulation. 
fSo much of Section lias provides 
<a punishment for the offence men** 
C turned in the Section. 


Regulation XI of 1814 
Regulation XV of 1814. 
Regulation XIV of 1816 
Regulation XVI l of 1 8 1 6 . 
Regualtion XVII of 1817 


Regulation XX of 1 8 1 7 * 


Regulation VI of 1818 
Regulation VIII of 1818 
Regulation XII of 1818 
Regulation III 
~ lation VII 
elation IV 
tVII 



of 1819*. 
of 1819 
of 1820,* 
of<l 


The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

Sections IX and XV. 

Section VIII, Clauses 3 and 4* 

The whole Regulation. 

(■"Clauses 8 and 4 of Section VI, 
1 Clauses 5, 6 and 7 of Section VIII, 
J Sections IX, XII, XUI, XIV, XV, 
1 XVI, XVII, XVII I, XIX, XX, 
XXII, XXIII, XXIV, XXV and 
(XXVI. 

The whole Regulation* 

The whole Rfgulatiouu 
The whole Regulation* 

The whole Regulation* 

The whole Regtdfttion; 1 
The whole Regulation. 

The whole R og a i aO o fr 
bewho»Bcwbtio4- 

ithSmi 
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Reference to Regulation or Act. 


# 


Extent of Repeal. 


Regulation IT of 1822 ... 
Regulation Til of 1822... 
Regulation II of 1823 ... 
Regulation IT of 1823. 
Regulation TI of 1824 Ml 
Regulation X of 1824... 
Regulation I of 1S25 ... 
Regulation IT of 1825 ... 
Regulation XII of 1825 ... 

Regulation XII of 1825... 
Regulation I of 1828 ... 
Regulation TI of 1828... 
Regulation Till of 1828 ... 
Regulation TI of 1829... 
Regulation Til of 1829 
Regulation XII of 1829... 
Regulation XTII of 1829 ... 
Regula tio n IT of 1 8 3 0 . . . 
Regulation Till of 1830 ... 

Regulation TI of 183 1... 


Regulation TII of 1B31 ... 


Regulation IX 
Regulation II 
Regulation III 
Regulation TI 
Regulation II 


of 1831... . 
of 1832 ... 

of 1832... . 

of 1832 ... 

of 1834 . 


The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation* 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation* 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

Sections IV and T. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

Sections XII and XIII. 

f Sections V and TI, and so much of 
< Section VII, as* relates to Session* 
(Judges. 

Sections III and IV. 

Sections If and III. 

Clause 2 of Section II. 

Sections IT, V and TI. 

The whole Regulation, except Sec** 
tion TII. 


MADRAS. 


Regulation III of 1802 
Regulation IT of 1802.., 
Regulation VII of 1802 ... 


Regulation TUI of 1 802. . , 

Regulation XI of 1802 ... 
Regulation XU of 1802... 
Regulation XV of 1803 ... 
Regulation! of 1810... , 

Regulation TI of 1811 

Regulation VI of 1816 , 

Segaktion IX of 1810 ... 

> H 11 


Section Till. 

Section XX. 

The whole Regulation. 

{ Sections Till, IX, X, XI, XIIL 
XIV, XV, XVI, XVII, XT^I, 
XX, XXI, XXIII, XXIV and 
XXV. 

Section Till. 

Sections XII, XIII and XIV. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

Section XLIX. 

( The whole Regulation, except Sec- 
i < tipns II, III, IT, T and XL1 II, ( 
1 { and Nos, 1 and 2 of Appendix/ 
52 
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Reference to Regulation or Act. 


Kxtenl of Repeal. 


Regulation X of 181 8 ... 


Regulation XI ofl816... 

Regulation III of 1817 .. 
Regulation I of 1818 
Regulation III of 1819 
Regulation V of 1819.*. 

^Regulation IV of 1881 

Regulation II of 1882.,. 
Regulation VI of 1822 
Regulation I of 182 i 
Regulation I of 1825 
Regulation III of 1826 ... 
Regulation II of 1827 . 

Regulation III of 1827 ... 
Regulation VI of 1827 . 


Regulation VIII of 1827 


Regulation X of 1827 . 

Regulation VIII of 1 828 
Regulation IX of 1828 , 
Regulation VI of 1829... 
Regulation VIII of 1829. 
Regulation II of 1830... 
Regulation II of 1831 
Regulation III of 1831 
Regulation VIII of 1 831 . 
Regulation VUI of 1832 
Regulation IX of 1832 . 
Regulation XIII of 1832 
Regulation II of 1833 
Regulation III of 1833 
Regulation I of 1834 


J The whole Regulation, except Sec- 
tion XL, and Appendix. 

/ The whole Regulation except Sec- 
tions Viil, IX, X, XL <'hu"« 
j (Act XXXVI of 1807)* XIII, 
(XIVaudXLVU. 

Section II. 

Tne whole Regulation, 

The whole Iteuulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

5 The whole Regulation, except Sec- 
tion VI. 

The whale Regulation, 

The whole Regulation, 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation, 

The whole Regulation. 

Seotion III, 

The whole Regulation* 

The whole Regulation. 
rSo much of Section IV as provides 
| for Naiive Judges being guided by 
Regulation Xof 1818. Sections V* 
I VII, VIII, X, XI, XII, XIII, and 
(^Clauses 3 and 4 of Section XIV. 
The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation* 

Section V. 

The whole Regulation, 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation* 

The whole Regulation. 

Section II, 

The whole Regulation. 


BOMBAY. 


BepMon II of 1827, 



... 


Seotion XXX VT, 
[0ku» 4,8eotkw 

jUU £ 




!V,d»8oo» 

* UVttKji 



Referenoe to |tegttlatio*L or Act. 35xten$ -of Repeal. 

Regulation XI of 1827 ... The whole Regulation* 

f The whole Regulation , with the fair 4 
lowing exceptions. Section I, in as 
far as it applies to the Zillah Ma- 
gistrate ; Clause I of Section Ilf, 
in as far aa it relates to the Poliqe 
functions of the Zillah hfNpstratp ; 
Clause 2 of Section III ; Clause 
5 of the same Section, in as far as 
it extends to the Zillah Magistrate; 
Section IV, in as far as ,it extends 
to Assistant Collectors in charge ; 

Regulation XII of 1827 ... Section VI : Clause 4 of Section” 

X; Clause I of Section XIII, in 
as far as it regulates the endorse- 
ment and record of warrants issued 
by Magistrate ; Clauses 1, 6, 7, 
and 8 of Section XIX ; Section 
XX ; Clause 1 of Section XXII, 
in as far as it relates to the super- 
intendence of Tillage Police; 
Clause 2 of Section XVII ; Sec- 
tion XXX ; Clause 4 of Section 
XXXI ; Sections XXXVII and 
[XL ; and Chapter VL 

f Section IV, V, VI, X, XI, XTT, 
and XIII ; Chapters III and IV ; 
Sections XXIX and XXX ; Clauses 1 
land 2, SeHion XXXI, Clauses 
of Section XXXI II and the whole 
of Chapter VI, except Clause 3 of 

Regulation XIII of 1827 ... Section XXXIX, in as far as it 

authorizes the occasional substi- 
tution of a letter for a summons, 
and except Clause 9 of the same 
Section, Clause 2 of Section 
XXXVI, and Clauses 1 and 2 of 
^Section XLIII. 

C The whole Regulation, except 

Regulation XIV of 1827... .. < Clause 2 of Section III, and Sec- 

tions XX and XXIII. 

Regulation XV of 1827 ... The whole Regulation. 

Regulation XXIII of 1827 ... The whole Regulation. 

Regulation XXX of 1827 The whole Regulation. 

Regulation XVI of 1828 .♦,( The whole Regulation. 
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Reference to 'Regulation or Act, 


Regulation III of 18S0 

Regulation IV of 1830 * 

Regulation XVI of 1830 , 

Regulation XIX of 1830 ... 
Regulation V of 1831 

Regulation VIII of 1831 ... i 

Regulation IX of 1331 ! 

Regulation III of 1833 ... 

Regulation VII of 1833 ... ... 

Regulation VIE of 1833 ... 


latent of Repeal* 


The whole Regulation, except Sec* 
lions II, IV, VI and VIK 
f The whole Regulation.except Clause 
1 1 of Section I, and Section II. 
The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation, 
e The whole Regulation, except Sec* 
i tion I. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 

The whole Regulation. 



.’’to 


ACT No. XVIII of 1862. 


Passed by the Governor- General of India 
in Council. 

{Received the assent of the Governor-General on the 
1st May 1862J 


An Act to repeal Act XVI of 1852 in those parts of 
British India in which the Indian Penal Code is in 
force, and to re-enact some of the provisions thereof 
with amendments, and further to improve the admi- 
nistration of Criminal Justice in Her Majesty’s 
Supreme Courts of Judicature. 

Whereas, in consequence of the passing of the 
5 Indian Penal Code, many of the provi- 

sions of Act XVI of 1852 [for further 
improving the administration of Criminal Justice in 
Her Majesty's Courts of Justice in the territories of the 
East India Company) have become inapplicable, and 
others require amendment, and it is expedient to 
repeal the said Act, and, pending the preparation of a 
Code of Criminal Procedure for Her Majesty's Su- 
preme Courts of Judicature, to re-enact some of the 
provisions of the said Act, and to make further pro- 
vision for the administration of Criminal Justice in 
such Courts ; It is enacted as follows : — 


I. Whenever, on the trial of an indictment for an 
Conrtmay amend offence, there shallappear to be avari* 
certain ^nances ance between any statement in suchin- 
aot material to the and the evidence offered prooi 



414 


CRIMINAL LAW AMENDMENT ACT. 


merits of tho case thereof, it shall belawful for the Court 
d££l $ l cannot before which tho trial shall bo had, 
£ e W*?* “J ^ it shall consider that by tho amend* 
mayoithcrproaeed mont of the indictment tho person m- 
Siftrw to’le’uSd dieted will not bo prejudiced in his. 
before the same defence on the merits, to order such 
or another jury, indictment to be amended, according to 
the proof, by some Offiecrof theCourt or other person, 
both in that part of tho indictment where such vari- 
ance occurs, and in every other part of the indictment 
which it may become necessary to amend, on such 
terms as to postponing the trial; if the personindicted 
apply for a postponement, and ordering the same to 
be had before the same or another J ury, as such 
Court shall think reasonable ; and after any such 
amendment the trial shall proceed, whonevertbosame 
shall be proceeded with, in the same manner in all 
respects, and with the same consequence^ both with 
respect to the liability of witnesses to be indicted for 
giving false evidence and otherwise, as if no such 
variance had occurred. Provided that in any such 
case, where the trial shall bo so postponed as afore- 
said, it shall be lawful for such Court to respito the 
recognizances of the prosecutor and witnesses, and 
of the person indicted and his surety or sureties (if 
any), in which case the prosecutor and witnesses shall 
be bound to attend to prosecute and givo evidence 
respectively, and the person indicted shall bo bound 
to attend to be tried at the time and place to which 


such trial shall be postponed, without entering mto 
any fresh recognizances for that purpose, in such and 
the same manner as if they were originally bound by 
their recognizances to appear and proseeuto, or give 
evidence at the time and place to which such ferial 
shall bo so postponed. Provided also that, where 
any such trial shall be ordered to be had beftato 
another J ury, tho Crown and the person indicted 
z&aU respectively be entitled to the same challenges 
lgr*tb£fy were respectively ent i t l ed to before the 'fast 
jsworm. . : ... . r . v 


ran 



onirnsrii* m 

' tbe offence of qriminal brfeacK of trust 
mSi tr Sicb*S under Section 405 of the Indian Penal 
trust «nd otter Code, or the offence of cheating and 
oK^ttS! thereby dishonestly indu cingthe person 
th« Court may deceived to deliver property under 
Su Section 420 of the said Code, or of 

criminal breach of trust as a carrier, 
'Wharfinger, or ware-house-keeper under Section 407 
of the said Code, evidence shall be given to prove that 
such person took the property in question in any such 
manner as to amount to the offence of theft under 
Section 378 of the said Code, the Court may order 
the indictment to be amended under the provisions of 
Section 1 of this Act. 

III. If, upon the trial of any person charged with 

the offence of criminal breach of trust 
of^uendmeu'Tin asaclerk or servant under Section 408 
c»ses of criminal 0 f the Indian Penal Code, evidence 
a™"* or servant, shall be given to prove that such person 
took the property in question in any 
such manner as to amount to the offence of theft under 
Section 378 of the said Code, or the offence of theft 
as a clerk or servant of property in possession of his 
master under Section 381 of the said Code, the Court 
may order the indictment to be amended under the 
provisions of Section I of this Act. 

IV. If, upon the trial of any person charged with 

Similar power the °tf" ence of theft under Section 378 

of amendment in ofthe Indian Penal Code, or the offence 
ofthrf t in a °bui id- of theft in a building, tent, or vessel 
ing, tent, or yen- under Section 380 of the said Code, 
evidence shall be given to prove that,, 
in respect of the property stated in the indictment, 
such person was guilty of the offence of dishonest 
misappropriation of property under Section 403 of the 
said Code, or the offence of criminal breach of trust 
under Section 405 of the said Code, the Court may- 
order the indictment to be amended under the provi- 
sions of Section I of this Act. 

• -V*. * If upon the trial of any person charged with 



4X6 


CaiMISfAIi LAW AMKNDMRNT ACT. 


ower the offence of theft as a clerk or ser- 
dSSmutSi vant of property in the possession of 
««sm of theftas * his master under Section 381 of the 
cier oi ««»»» . Julian p QDa j[ Code, evidence shall be 
given to prove that such person was guilty of the 
offence of dishonest misappropriation of property 
under Section 403 of the said Code, ortho offence of 
dishonest misappropriation of property possessed by a 
deceased person at the time of his death under Section 
404 of the said Code, or of such dishonest misappro- 
priation under the said Section 404, the offender being 
at the time of the person’s decease employed by him 
as a clerk or servant, or the offence of criminal breach 
of trust under Section 405 of tho said Code, or the 
offence of criminal breach of trust as a clerk or ser- 
vant under Section 408 of the said Code, in respect 
of the property^ stated in the indictment, the Court 
may Older the indictment to be amended under . the 
provisions of Sectibn I of this Act. ’ 

VI. Every verdict and judgment which shall be 

Vwdxote and £ iven after the making of any amend- 
jndgments valid ment under the provisions of this Act, 
after amtndmonts. 0 f same force and effect in 

all respects as if the indictment had originally boon 
in the form in which it is after such amendment shall 
Jtave been made. 

' VII. If it shall become necessary at any time, for 
any purpose whatsoever, to draw up a 
formal record in any case where any 
ded form, without amendment shall have been madeun- 
amendmenta. tb8 der the provisions of thin A ct, such re- 
cord shall be drawn up in the foum in 
which the indictment is after such amendment Shall 


have been made, without taking any notioe of thaiJaet 
of such amendment having been made. thrMi 

*. VIIL In an indictment for thefithe 

ed may be charged wim Jih-cbwW- 




oammmm'wmm&m. 

* , ‘ 'Y ■ * -Y*'* i 

consent, and fe support or s»ebyieg&ti<M*,i| 
sufficient t» prove that the person indicted 
to take dishonestly such property out of the poE 
of the person mentioned in the indiotment, viiqp^ 
that pennon's consent moved that property in order to 
such taking. 



IX. In an indictment for murder or culpable 
Th# meins by bomici< *e not amounting to murder,' cor 
which the injury for abetting murder or culpable horojr 
cidenot amounting to 'murder, or for 
|«4iotmMita for attempting to commit murder, which • 
K^Sfde. Ulpa ' sba11 be preferred after this Act shall ■ 
come into operation, it shall not bene- , 
oessary to set forth the manner in which, or the means 
by which, the death of the deceased was caused or 
attempted to be caused. 


X. In an indictment for murder it shall be suffi- 
Form of indict- cient to state that the person charged 
meat in owes of with the offence didmurderthedeceas- 
“ nrd * r# ed by doing an act with the intention 

of causing the death of a human being, or, as the case 
may be, by doing an act with the intention of causing 
such bodily injury to the deceased as the offender 
knew to be likely to cause the death of the deceased, 
or by doing an act with the intention of causing 
bodily injury to some person, and that the bodily 
injury intended to be inflicted was sufficient in the 
ordinary course of nature to cause death, or by doing 
an act knowing it to be so imminently dangerous that 
it must in all probability cause the death of a human 
being, or such bodily injury as was likely to cause the 
death of a human being, and committing such, act* 
without any excuse for incurring the risk of causing 
death or such injury as aforesaid, and i» any indict? 
ment for abetting murder or for attempting to commit 
murder, it shall be sufficient to state that the person 
^barged with the offence abetted .the murder of the 
iflk^eaped, or attempted to murder the deceased a9the 

m WA4k.Tr Kft 
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upon indictment XI. Upon an indictment for mur- 
* w m £$* T A J *“ y der, the Jury may find the person 
«Sd piaty 5 charged with the offence not guilty 

of murder > bufc «®?ty of cu ‘P able 

murder. homicide not amounting to murder. 


XII. Upon an indictment for the, murder of a 
child, the Jury may find the person in- 
dicted not guilty of murder, but guilty 
of intentionally concealing or endea- 
vouring to conceal' the birth of such 
child under Section 318 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and the person so found 
guilty shall be liable to be punished under the said 
Section of the said Code. 


Upon indictment 
lor murder, Jury 
may find the ac- 
ouaedguilty ofcon- 
sealing, or endea- 
vouring to conceal 
the birth of child. 


ISTot necessary to 
the par- 
kind of 
tfcnrt. 



XIII. It shall not be necessary in 
an indictment for voluntarily causing 

g ievous hurt to specify the partial*}' 
nd of grievous hurt. ' \\\ 


XIV. Upon an indictment for voluntarily causing 
grievous hurt or for voluntarily caus- 
JS’rfM.i & “3 burt to an y person, or for an of- 
causing grievous fence under Section 336, 337, or 338 
JXlS r o£ the Indian Penal Code, the person 
indicted shall not be entitlod to be 
acquitted upon the ground that the hurt caused the 
death of the person injured, or that the person in- 
dicted was guilty of culpable homicide. 


XV. In an indictmont in which it shall be neces- 
sary to mention any instrument or 
document, or to make an avertzderifc or 
allegation respecting any instrument 
or document, it shall be suffldN|s^ r |^ 
describe such instrument or dom^mk 
fey any name or designation by which the 
Esually known, or by the purport thereof, without 
out any copy or facsimile theneefc dtlftsft- 


Form of indict 
meat in cases res- 
pecting instru- 
ment s or docu- 
ments. 






yartttoi* w&cesaasy tois 

J*»ve An intent. to defraud $tnj 
*uiTr»fj t*i W person, but it shall be sui 
aU«gfciWKl, prove an intent to defraud. ."' 

If, on the trial of any person charged 
with any offence, it shall appear to the 
J ury upon the evidence that the person 
charged did not complete the offence, 
charged, but was guilty of an offence 
within the meaning of Section 511 of 
the Indian Penal Code, by attempting 
to commit such offence, or to cause 
such offence to be committed, and in 
such attempt doing an act towards the 
commission of such offence, such person 
shall not by reason thereof be entitled 
to be acquitted, but the Jury shall be at liberty to 
return as their verdict that the person accused is not 
guilty of the offence charged, but _ is guilty of an at- 
tempt to commit the same within the meaning of Sec- 
sdoa 511 of the Indian Penal Code, and the offender 
Bo found guilty shall be liable to be punished in. f*b, 
same manner as if he had been convicted upon ant 
indictment framed under the said Section for attempt^ 
hog to commit the particular offence charged in the 
indictment, and no person so tried as herein lastly 
mentioned shall be liable to be afterwards prosecuted 
for an attempt to commit the offence for which he 
was so tried. 


Hnajofefl 
IfacMe may 
i guilty of 
pt to com- 
. > time, wad 

be liable to 

Hi Mote comae- 
4nAOoew*aii cliartr- 

f^Kodlool 

VMM of the at- 
tempt only. No 

r aoa . go tried 
be afterwards 
ftfosbetrted for the 
earns.. 


XVIII. If, upon the trial of any person indicted 
for criminal misappropriation of pro* 
if pawoa indict- perty, it shall be proved that he ‘Was 
guilty of committmg theft of such pro- 
Jg pwred guaty perty, he shall not by reason thereof 
, bn entitled to be acquitted of the of- 

oharged against him. 

XIX. If, upon the trial of two or more persons 
jointly receiving stolen property, it 
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Upon an indict- shall be proved that one or more of such 
ment for jointly persons separately received any part 
JSpjSX of such property, it shall be lawful for 
jy reooivmg may the J ury to convict upon such indie t- 
Le convicted. ment such of the said persons as shall 
be proved to have recoived any part of sueh property. 

XX. A person may be indicted and punished for 
abetting an offence which has been 
oflfcnce^maybo in” committed in consequence of tho abet- 
dicted and punish- ment, notwithstandmgtho person who 
tlVnidnoi^r 6 committed the offence shall not have 
been indicted or found guilty, or shall 
not be in custody or amenable to justice, and every 
abettor of an offence may be indicted, tried, and 
punished for the abetment as a substantive offence, 
and may be tried either jointly with the principal 
offender or separately, and punished by any of Her 
Idsgesty's Supreme Courts of Judicature which would 
have power to try the principal offender, or which 
would have power to try the abettor if he had com- 
mitted the offence himself, either in the place in 
which he is guilty of the abetment, or in tho place 
in which any act shall have been committed in pursu- 
ance of the abetment. 


XXL A person may be indicted and punished for 
Receiver of sto- dishonestly receiving or retaining sto- 
len property m»y len property, notwithstanding the per* 
the 8011 by whose offence the possession of 
oteeQte of. the such property shall have been trams- 
***** _ ferred, or who shall have criminally 

misappropriated such property or committed crumoU 
breach of trust in respect thereof, shall not have been 
found guilty of such offence, or shall not be in custody 
or amenable to justice. . o ' , 

XXII. It shall be lawful to insert several f&ftnts 
in the same indictment a 

, d&SK in same P ers< >n for different of 

. Midmost* the Judge, before whom U. .. 

' tndictedul^ 

be 






. <WM * 2 $ 

treated m * distinct iaHlietoi^kttdndi^^ 
that the p/raon indicted shall be -tried tb&teupc^a 
the earn* -manner as if such count <or counts 
in separate and distinct indictments. ■■> \- 

XXTII; If, upon the trial of an indictment for 
“ theft, it shall appear that the property 

rTt^rd e fn?ri7 iu the indictment was taken or 

mmkm for theft moved at different times, the pros ecu - 
S^ken Jail- t&r shall not by reason thereof’ be 
f«M* times, pro- required to elect upon which taking or 
Kunie^there moving he will proceed, unless it shall 
»we ftw three appear that there were more than three 
Months takings or movings, or that more than 
bstween the first the space ofsix calendar months elapa- 
mjdiMt ta ng. e( j between the 1st and the last of 
fcaeh taking or movings, and in either of such last 
mentioned cases, the prosecutor shall be required to 
elect to proceed for such number of takings or movin gs 
not exceeding three as shall appear to have taken 
place within the period of six calendar months from 
the first to the last of such takings or movings. ■ 

XXIV. In an indictment for giving or fabricating 

of inffiut- ^ ae ev ^ence, or * or U0 mg ° r afetertpt- 
m«tfor giv^ « hig to use false or fabricating evidence, 

1 fabricating fake or for any offence which by the Indian 
evl 6n6 °’ Penal Code is declared to be punish-' 

able in the same manner as the offence of intentionally 
giving false evidence, or for abetting or attempting to 
commit any of the offences aforesaid, it shall be 
sufficient to set forth the substance of the offence 
charged, without setting out any part of any proceed- 
ing either in law or in equity and without setting 
forth the commission or authority of the Court-fps* 
person before whom such offence was committed. - 

XXV. In an indictment in which it shall be 

necessary to make any averment as to 

w^^Qovernaient ^7 money, or any note gf any Bank, 
NotM m*y be or any note of Government payable 
:> m teams, ** mi * ly on demand, or which by any law is 01 
rj iii, \ ‘ shall be declared to be a legal tendei 
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it shall be sufficient to describe such money or note 
simply as money without specifying any particular 
coin or Bank or other note, and such allegation, so 
far as regards the description of the property, shall be 
sustained by proof of any amount of coin or of any 
such note as aforesaid, although the particular species 
of coin of which such amount was composed, or the 
amount, number, or other particulars of the note shall 
not be proved, and, in cases of obtaining money or any 
such note or notes as aforesaid by cheating, by proof 
that the offender obtained any pieces of coin, or any 
such note or notes, or any portion thereof, or of the 
value thereof by cheating, although such piece or 
pieces of coin or note or notes may nave been deliver- 
ed to him in order that some part of the value thereof 
should be returned to the party delivering the same 
dr; to, any other person or persons, and such part shall 
have been returned accordingly. (See Beg. v. Keen*. 

i ib, ccs. 113.) , ‘ 


XXVI. It shall not be necessary to allege in an 
, indictment any circumstances for the 
exceptions under purpose ot showing that the case does 
teMUMt 05 " ^ 13 come > nor shall it be necessary to 
’ allege that the case does not come* 

within any of the general exceptions contained in 
Chapter IV of the Indian Penal Code, or within the 
exceptions contained in Section 186, Section 300, 
Section 328, Section 324, Section 325, Section 32% 
Section 875 or Section 499 of the said Code, but 
every charge shall be understood to assume the eht- 
etence of all such circumstances, and it shall not be 
necessary on the part of the prosecutor to prnye 
at the trial the absence of such circumstance { bait 
the person indicted shall be &$$$£ 
to gi ye evidence of the axiatinM* of 
f < any such circumstances, and <5rtTd«fa.ce ' 

dfcproof hereof may then be given .o?>4lplgtarfcktf 
’«/ ‘ '■ ! 'f <’ •>. • '<“■ *¥«»■* U alii' >r»f; -<i> 


m 


pmtma*' 6th; 7% Stir, ■9th, orlttfreKoriilfeia 
triao^Fh^M to Section 499 of the Indian 4n§§ii 
Coday 'jjood faith shall be presumed unless the-eo^ 
traryappear. . <y .-■ 

3SKVIII. In every indictment, words used in de- 
.l^y fehin indiot- scribing an offence, shall be deemed to 
t»k»n Jiave been used in the sense attached 
|wSt Code. to them by the Indian Penal Code. 

, ''XXIX Any person accused of murder, or of cttl- 
• TriaUfor nmr- pable homicide not amounting 'to 
fcjatioida, ° it^the ' murder > ma y b e dealt with, tried, and 
opt wMoh oanaed. punished by any of Her Majesty’S 
*the Supreme Courts of Judicature, if the 
fmiediction. act which shall have caused the death 
$h&ll have been committed wholly or partly within 
tile local limits of the jurisdiction of such Court, or 
if the death shall have taken place within such local 
limits, in the same manner as if both the act had been 
committed and the death had taken place within such 
local limits. 

- XXX Any person accused of an offence may ’ve 

' Sufetdue Court dealt with > tried > and punished, by afty 
n»y deal' with of Her Majesty’s Supreme Courts of 

mno'eT’^Tooml Judicature, if the offence shall have 
jikfed within looal been either commenced or completed 
jurisdiction. within the local limits of the jurisdic- 
tion of such Court, in the same manner as if the offence 
had been wholly and entirely committed within such 
local limits. 

XXXI. "Whenever the offence of which any person 

Offence may be sba11 be aCCUSed i , shall consist <rf ' 
dealt with if either thing which has been done and oftdiiy' 
£&£££ consequence which feas ensuedthOre- 
«Mu«d within the from, the person accused rpy 
jurisdiction. ^tb, tried, and punished by any of 
Her Majesty’s Supreme Courts of Judicature if either 
the act shall have been done or the consequence shall 
have ensued within the local limits of the jurisdiction 
'W^A'HDburt; in the same riiannef as if both the act 


XXVIII. 

taken 

j ^e sense of the 


mt or culpable 
homicide, if the 
apt which caused 
Or 3 he death took 
$1*0* within the 
jurisdiction. 


may deal - with 
offence either com- 
menced or com- 
pleted within local 
jurisdiction. 


Offence may be 
dealt with if either 
the act was done 
hr the consequence 
mined within the 

Jurisdiction. 
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had been done and the consequence had ehgfftd 
within such local limits. . 1 

XXXII. Whenever a person shall be accused' 6f 
_ . . . , any offence punishable under Sections 

property! 08 when 411,412,413, or 414 of the Indian 
Penal Code i^respeet to the receiving 
ted within the or retaining of stolen property, such 
jurisdiction. person may be dealt with, tried, and 
punished by any of Her Majesty’s Supreme Courts of 
Judicature, if the offence by which the possession of 
the property shall have been transferred, shall have 
been committed either wholly or in part within the 
local limits of the jurisdiction of such Court ; or if any 
ofthe stolen property shall have been received or retain- 
ed by the person accused wihthin such local limits. 

XXXIII. If any person shall be accused of any 
, ,,w „ . , offence under Section424 ofthe Indian 

Penal Code of dishonestly or fraudtt- 
w 1 ®* lently concealing or removing any pro- 

n£4n o propewy- p er ty ofhimself,or of any other person, 

or of dishonestly or fraudulently assisting in the 
concealment or removal thereof, such person may bo 
dealt with, tried, and punished by any of Her Majes- 
ty's Supreme Courts of Judicature, if the property 
shall have been concealed or removed in any place 
within the local limits of such Court, or shall have 
been removed from any place within such local limits. 


r ' rS XXXIV. If any act shall have been committed, dr 
the consequence of any act shall h&^e 
ft0Ti ^ wl! ensued, on the boundaries of the lcfafit 
darie»°or near the jurisdiction of SUch Court, Or SO BtdKPto 
l00al such boundaries as to render it dflftbt- 
f-“- fill whether anoh act wa. osmStM 


.x$. such consequence ensuod within such looal jfcai 

#w\pot, such act or consequence may for.nJJ’ 

stated, deemed, and taken to have been 
hi&tfi. /ensured .within SHC&topaT 
V. If any per?«f|. 



md 


emmmtAvt 


AOT. 
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committed 
journey or 


JR* ^Heh India, swoh person may fee ; dealt 
.with, tried, and piinished by aafy. of 
Her Majesty’s Supreme Courts of J udicature^i^any 
part of the journey or voyage shall have been per- 
formed within the local limits of the jurisdiction of , 
such Court. 


'' XXXV I. If any person shall escape from any ous~ 

- E*»pe from law- * n w ^i°h he is lawfully detained 

ftd custody under in pursuance of a sentence of a Court 
•“k® 0 ®* of Justice or by virtue of a commu- 

tation of such sentence, or shall be charged with any 
offence declared to be puuisbable under Section 227 
of the Indian Penal Code, or under Section XII of 
Act XXIV of 1855, (relating to Penal servitude,) the 
person accused may be dealt with, tried and punished 
by any of Her Majesty’s Supreme Courts of Judi- 
cature, if such person shall be apprehended a,nd 
retaken, within the local limits of the jurisdiction 
of such Court, or if he was formerly tried by such 
Court, or, in the case of an escape from custody, if he 
shall have escaped from custody in any place within, 
such local limits. 


XXXVII. Every Justice of the Peaee shall have 

Justice Of Peace P™ er to ^ wi J h any per son charged < 
may deal with with an offence for which he is liable 
auoh offences. under this Act to be tried by one of 
Her Majesty’s Supreme Courts of Judicature, in the , 
same manner as if such offence had been wholly and 
entirely committed within the local limits of such 
Court. ‘ 

XXX VIII. A former conviction or acquittal be- 
fore a Court of competent Jurisdiction 
A former oon- of any offence hereby made punishable 
by Her Majesty's Supreme Courts of 
Oeurt to bo « bar Judicature, shall be a bar to any 
subsequent trial or conviction for the 
v same offence. 

The provisions of Sections 10, 12, 13,. 
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. 14, 15, 16, 18, and 23 of the 9th Geo. 

BioiM of Vifseo' 4 c. 74, intituled “ An Act for improv- 
°‘ jlV h * u iw i Q g the administration of Criminal 
toMdinoindB P o^ Justice in the East Indies,” shall be 

SpenriS! d * emed t0 appiy « nd to include any 
offence punishable under the Indian 
Penal Code. Section 5 of the said Act shall be 
deemed to include murder or culpable homicide uot 
amounting to murder ; and the words felony ormisde- 
me&nor in Section 1 10 of the said Act shall bodeemed 
to extend to and include any offence declared to be 
punishable under tho Indian Penal Code by means 
of or in consequence of which the possession of pro- 
perty shall have been transferred. 

XL, No indictment for any offence shall bo held 
„ . . insufficient for want of tho averment 

jNo mmctmetit y> . . . * « 

toUMdinBuffici- ox any matter unnecessary to beprovedy 
wbfo ruanuterai nor f or the omission of the words ** m 


appears by the record,” or of the words 
“ with force and arms,” or of the words “ against the 
peace,” nor for the insertion of the words u against 
the form of the statute” instead of “ against the form 
of the statutes” or vice versd, nor because any person 
mentioned in the indictment is designated by a name 
of office or other description or appellation instead of 
his proper name, nor for omitting to state the time at 
which the offenco was committed in any ease whore 
time is not of the essence of the offence, nor for 


stating the time imperfectly, nor for stating the 
offence to have been committed on a day subsequent 
to the finding of the indictment, or on an impossible 
day, or on a day that never happened, nor for want of 
a proper or perfect venue, nor for want of a proper 
or formal conclusion, nor for want of or imperfection 
in the addition of any defendant, nor for want of the 
statement of the value or price of any matter m thing, 
amount of damage, injury, or spoil in any case 
: «^itbe value or price or the amount or damage, 
dyk,,og...spoil b oot of t^e essence of the offence. 1 



k/guj ,, 4J» 

Formal «mi» tafoiy or for. any^ formal defect ap- 
ment» Vi? y pwout on the facb thtereof^Cff^, 
Sk*a Mb» Jury taken by demurrer or motion to q^ashf; 
^/"ludin^or SUC ^ * n dictment before the Jury shafli 
tae&toldtM' besworn, and not afterwards, and every) 

Court before which any obj ection shall 
be taken by demurrer or motion to quash for any 
formal defect, may, if it be thought necessary, cause 
the indictment to be forthwith amended in such parti- 
culars by some Officer of the Court or other person* 
and thereupon the trial shall proceed as if no such 
defect had appeared. 

XL1I. No person prosecuted shall be entitled to 
No traverse ai traverse or postpone the trial of any 
lowed, but the indictment found against him at any 
^wftrn? po0t ~ Session of Oyer and Terminer or Ses- 
pon * r * ’ sion of Gaol delivery ; provided always 
that if the Court upon the application of the person 
so indicted, or otherwise, shall be of opinion that he 
ought to be allowed a further time either to prepare 
for defence or otherwise, such Court may adjourn the 
Sessions to any subsequent day, and may adj oura thfe 
trial of such person to such day or to the next subse- 
quent Session, upon such terms as to bail or otherwise 
as to such Court shall seem meet, and may respite 
the recognizances of the prosecutor and witnesse® 
accordingly, in which casetheprosecutor and witnesses 
shall be bound to attend to prosecute and give 
evidence at such subsequent day or Session without 
entering into any fresh recognizance for that purpose. 

XLIII. In any plea of autrefois convict or an-;' 

Provision as to * re ^ s ac( l u ^, it shall be sufficient for? 
pi«°of*auWois the person accused to state that he ids'" 
convict or autre- been lawfully convicted or acquitted 
ow u>nui . ( as the case may be) of the offence 
ehargcd in the indictment. ‘ r 

XLIV. A charge of an offence 
tmder Section 497 of the Indian Pdnal 
Code shall not be instituted 
the husband of the woman. 



Prosecution for 
•imltory not to be 

% tfe* huebnud* 
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Prosecution for XLV. A charge of an offenoe wa- 
entidng away a der Section 498 of the Indian Penal 
“ttobe S Code shall not be instituted except 
ed exoept by huB- by the husband of the woman, or by 
ob^geof^baV^ the person having care of such woman 
on behalf of her husband. 

XLV 1 . Upon the trial of an indictment for cither 
of the offences mentioned in the last 
undw'^^Two two preceding Sections, it shall be ne- 
Seotione, proof ne- eessary to prove that the charge was 
or^rao^ia'ch&rge instituted by the husband of the woman 
of woman tav- if the charge be made undor Section 
^ r r tuted the 49 7 the Indian Penal Code, or by 
the husband of the woman, or by the 
person having care of such woman on behalf of her 
husband, if the charge be made under Section 498 of 
the said Code, and in either case that the indictment 
is prosecuted by such husband or other person as the 
<jase may be, and on failure of such proof the indict- 
ment shall be quashed and the person accused shall be 
discharged. 


Sections 47 to 52 inclusive are repealed by Act XII of 1867. 


LIII. From and after the passing of this Act, 

provision for P ersons who are confined at thedate 
peraonB now in of passing of this Act in the House of 
a^House of cor- Correction, whether undor the sentence 
of any of HerMajesty’s SupremeCourts 
of J udicature, or of any Justice of the Peace or Police 
Magi strate, shall be considered to be and shall remain 
in the custody of the Officer in whom the control of 
such House of Correction is vested, whether such 
Officer be the Sheriff or not, or of the keeper of such 
House of Correction, and such Officer and keeper shall 
be responsible for the safe custody of all such persohs. 


, hlV. This Act shall commence and tafeo oftfct 
^.ucement f. H <* ^prem® #* ,U * 

cucature at Fort William m Bengal, or 
" te- which tlis^slo or 

£ \ . ..aJ ft-’—'-.l 1 !-J! ^ 





thatCourtl shall be isafisfferred/ frein the,;%8.,pfy&e 
passing ef “tiie Act, and shall, m far as the^§a»e‘*s 
applicable, extend to all indictments and proce©5iiJ£ 
in reepeet of any offence punishable under thelnd^tbj* 
Penal Code winch hare been or shall be presented . air. 
commenced in the said Court, or in any other Court 
to which the whole or any part of the Criminal juris- 
diction of such Court shall be transferred. 1 

LY. This Act shall commence and take effect in 
. Commencement Her Majesty’s Suprem e Courts of J udi- 
«f Act at Madras cature at Fort St. George and Bombay 
sad Bombay. respectively, or in any Courts to which 
the whole or any part of the Criminal jurisdiction 
of those, Courts respectively shall be transferred, 
from the time at which it shall be notified in the 
Official Gazette by an order of the Governor in Coun- 
cil of Fort St. George and Bombay respectively, that 
the Act is to take effect in such Courts ; and from 
such time the provisions of the Act shall, so far as the 
same is applicable, extend to all indictments and! 
proceedings in respect of any offence punishable undef 
the Indian Penal Code which have been or shall be pre- 
sented or commencedinthe said Courts, or in any other 
Courts to which the whole or any part of the Cri- 
minal jurisdiction of such Courts shall be transferred. 

LVI. From the time at which this Act shall take 
effect in any of Her Majesty’s Supreme 
b™n7ieoedad 2 ’ Courts of J udicature as provided in the 
last two preceding Sections, Act X"VI 
of 1852 is repealed so far as it relates to indictments 
and proceedings in such Court, except as to offences 
not punishable under the Indian Penal Code. r ' . 

LYII. In the construction of this Act, unless 
wherea contrary intention appears from 
, Definition*. the context, the word “ Indictment” 

• * indictment.’’ shall be understood to include informa- 
tion, inquisition, or presentment, as well 
ae indictment, and also any plea, replication, or other 
and the term “ finding of the indictment” 
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shall be understood to include the 
^ taking of an inquisition, the exhibiting 
of an information, and the making of 
gender^ 8r “ d a presentment ; and words importing 
the singular number or masculine 
gender shall include several persons and parties as 
well as one person or party, and females as well as 
males, and bodies corporate as well as individuals, and 
several matters and things as well as one matter and 
Act« done. thing. Words which refer to acts dono 
shall include illegal omissions. The 
** British India.” wor{ j s « British India” shall denote the 

territories that are or shall become vested in Her 
Majesty by the Statute 21 and 22, Vic. c. 106, enti- 
tled “ An Act for the better Government of India,” 
except the Settlement of Prince of Wales’ Island, 
« p«Hx>rtv Singapore, and Malacca ; and the word 
“ property” shall be understood to 
include goods, chattels, money, valuable securities, 
and every other matter or thing, whether real or 
personal, upon or, wi th respect to which any offence 
may be committed. 
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ACT No. VI of 1864. 


PASSED BY THE GOVERNOR GENERAL OF INDIA IN COUNO/L. 

{Received the assent of the Governor General , on the 
18 th February 1854.) 


An Act to authorise the punishment of Whipping 
in certain cases. 

"Whereas it is expedient that in certain cases of- 
PraamWe. fenders should be liable, under the 
provisions of the Indian Penal Code*, 
to the punishment of whipping; It is enacted as, 
follows : — 

i 

I* In addition to the punishments 
totSpnUSiS described in Section 53 of the Indian 1 
dncribed m Seo- Penal Code, offenders are also liable 

Pwdcldo? ‘ he t0 whi PP in g under the provisions of 
the said Code. 

II. Whoever commits any of the 

nbto^rw^pping offences may be punished 

in lieu of other with whipping in lieu of any punish- 
KSbiuS PeS ment to which he may for such offeree 
Code. be liable under the Indian Penal Code, 

that is to say : — 

1. Theft, as defined inSection 378 ofthesaid Code. 

2. Theft in a building, tent, or vessel, as defined 
In Section 380 of the said Code. 

8 . Theft by a Clerk or servant, as defined in Sec- 
tion 881 of the said Code. 1 
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4. Theft after preparation for causing death or 
hurt, as defined in Section <8 82 of the said Code. 

5. Extortion by threat, as defined in Section 888 
of the said Code. 

6. Putting a person in fear of accusation in order 
to commit extortion, as defined in Section 389 of the 
said Code. 

7. Dishonestly receiving stolen property, as defin- 
ed in Section 411 of the said Code. 

8. Dishonestly receiving property stolen in the 
commission of a Dacoity, as defined in Section 412 of 
the said Code. 


9. Lurking house-trespass or house-breaking, as 

defined in Sections 443 and 445 of the said Code, in 
order to the committing of any offence punishable 
with whipping under this Section, ' * 

10. Larking house-trespass by night or house- 
breaking by night, as defined in Sections 444 and 446 
of the said Code, in order to the committing of any 
ofience punishable with whipping under this Section. 


When a person who has not been previously convicted of any of the 
offences specified in this Section, is convicted at one time of two or 
more of such offences, it is illegal to sentence him to whipping for one 
of those offences, in addition to fine or imprisonment for the other 
or others ; hut it is not illegal to sentence him to one whipping in 
Hen of all other punishments. (5 R. C. j O'. Circ. 9. CR. 45.) 

II. Whoever, having been previously convicted 
of any one of the offences specified in 
On second con- the last preceding Section, sh all again 
£nlT mentioned ■ J® convicted of the samo offence, may 
in last Section, be punished with whipping in lieu of 
SR, « in addition to any othorpunisSt 
punishment. to which he may for such oflfened be 
liable under the Indian Penal Code. 

«»Sd hi IT* taa * eett PF evi ? nsl y oonviated tf an offence 
8 , or 4 > » convicted at one thae or more 

to ®»? w puaiahod with om, hot odr.oM wWoping 


whipping may be 
added to other 
punishment. 



wmrpiNQ* aot. 




IV. Whoever, having been previously convicted of 
any one of the following offences, site# 
JSe 1 *!? 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 oC’rf again convicted of the same offence, 
second conviction, may be punished with whipping in 

JSwS^STSiit a< J4^ ioi J to an y °} heT . Punishment to 
ptmtowat* winch * he may be liable under the 
Indian Penal Code, that is to say : — 

1. Giving or fabricating false evidence in such 
manner as to be punishable under Section 193 of the 
Indian Penal Code. 

2 . Giving or fabricatingfalse evidence with intent 
to procure conviction of a capital offence, as defined in 
Section 194 of the said Code. 

3. Giving or fabricating false evidence with intent 
to procure conviction of an offence punishable with 
transportation or imprisonment, as defined in Section 
195 of the said Code. 

4. Falsely charging any person with having 
committed an unnatural offence, as defined in Sections 
211 and 377 of the said Code. 

5. Assaulting or using criminal force to asiy 
woman with intent to outrage her modesty, as defihed 
in Section 354 of the said Code, 

6. Rape, as defined in Section 375 of the said Code. 

7. Unnaturaljoffences, as defined in Section 377 
of the said Code. 

8. Robbery or Dacoity, as defined in Sections 390 
and 391 of the said Code. 

9. Attempting to commit robbery, as defined,** 

Section 393 of the said Code, * 

10. Voluntarily causing hurt in committing rob- 
bery, as defined in Section 394 of the said Code. 

, ,;LJ. Habitually receiving or dealing in stolen pro- 
perty, as defined in Section 413 of the said Code. 
•JflS/*' Forgery, as defined in Section 463 of the 
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13. Forgery of a document, as defined in Section 

456 of the said Code. 

1 4. Forgery of a document, as defined in Section 

457 of the said Code. 

15. Forgery for the purpose of cheating, as defin- 
ed in Section 4 58 of the said Code. 

1 6. Forgery for the purpose of harming the repu- 
tation of any person, as defined in Section 469 of the 
said Code. 

17. Lurking house-trespass or house-breaking, as 
defined in Sections 443 and 445 of the said Code, in 
order to the committing of any offence punishable 
with whipping under this Section. 

IS. Lurking house-trespass by night or house- 
breaking by night, as defined in Sections 444 and 446 
of the sajxL Code, in order to the committing of any 
offence punishable with whipping under this Section* 

■ V. Anyjuvenile offenderwho commitsany offence^. 

which is not by the Indian Penal Code 
pm^abie° ffe with punishable with death, may, whether 
whipping for of- for a first or any other offence, be pun- 
f aMewi“hdeath! h ' ished'with whipping in lieu of any 
other punishment to which he may for 
such offence be liable under the said Code. 


VI, Whenever any local Government shall by 
Notification in the Official Gazettehave 
apSed m'sac! declared the provisions of this Section 
taon - w'^witii * n f° rce any Frontier District 

w“ppf D g in Eron- or any wild tract of country within the 
ber Districts and jurisdiction of such local Government, 
trac s ‘ any person who shall in such district 


or tract of country after 'such Notification as aforesaid 
commit any of the offences specified in Section IV of 
this Act, may be punished with whipping in lieu of 
other punishment to which he may ' hh liable 
1 ^the' Indian Penal Code, 

iQi 
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nor shail any person who may be sen- 
fem^ mpfci ° n ° f tenced to death, or to transportation, 
or to penal servitude, or to imprison- 
ment for more than five years, be punished with 
whipping. 


Officers inferior 
to Subordinate 
Magistrate of the 
1st Class not to 
pass sentence of 
whipping unless 
expressly em- 
powered hy Go* 
vernment. 


VIII. No sentence of whipping 
shall be passed by any Officer inferior 
to a Subordinate Magistrate of the 3 st 
Class, unless he, shall have been ex- 
pressly empowered by the local Go- 
vernment to pass sentences of whip- 
ping. 


u Sentence of whipping may be passed by an officer not inferior to 
a Subordinate Magistrate of the first class. The extent of whipping 
to which a Magistrate may sentence is not limited, except by a. 10 
of Act YI of 1864, which limits the amount of the punishment 
generally. It matters not whether whipping is imposed as a punish- 
ment by a Magistrate or by a Sessions Judge, each of them, if he can 
pass the sentence of all, can impose it to the full extent authorised 
by the Act. (per Peacock. CJ. 5 R. C. C. CR. 53.) 


IX. When the punishment of whipping is award- 
ed in addition to imprisonment, by a 
awJdedTaddiUon Court whose sentence is open to revir- 
t* teptMoament, gion by a superidr Court, the whipping 
when to m ict- no j. k e inflicted until fifteen days 

from the date of such sentence, or if 
an appeal be made within that time, Until the sen- 
tence is confirmed by the superior Court : but the 
whipping shall be inflicted immediately on the expiry 
of the fifteen days, or, in caseofan appeal, immediately 
on the receipt of the order of the Court confirming 
the sentence, if such order shall not be receivod within 
the fifteen days. 


X. In the case of an adult, the punishment of 
Mode of inflict- whipping shall be inflicted with such 
pg th® punish- instrument in such mode and on such 
part of the person as the local Govern- 
ment shall direct, and in the case of a juvenile offen- 
der, it shall be inflicted in the way of school discipline 
with a light rattan. In no case, if the cat-of-nine tails 
feP'fchp Instrument employed, shall the punishment of 
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whipping exceed. 150 lashes, or if the rattan be employ- 
ed shall the punishment exceed 30 stripes. The pun- 
ishment shall be inflicted in the presence of a Justice 
.of the Peace, or of an Officer authorized to exercise 
any of the powers of a Magistrate, and also, tinless 
the Court which passed the sentence shall otherwise 
order, in the presence of a Medical Officer. 

XI . No sentence of whipping shall be carried into 
BnmaViment not execution unless a medical Officer, if 

to to inflicted if present, certifies, or unless it appears 
state 'of' health* * to the Justice of the Peace or other 
Nor by instai- Officer present, that the offender is in 
meats - a fit state of health to undergo the 

punishment ; and if during the execution of a sentence 
of whipping, a Medical Officer certifies, or it appears 
to the Officer present, that the offender is not in a fit 
state of health to undergo the remainder of the 
punishment, execution shall be stayed. No sentence 
of whipping shall be executed by instalments. 

Accordingly, if the prisoner is unable to suffer his whole sentence 
of whipping, he must be discharged as to the t residue- (3 K. C. C. 
Dire. 3.) 3 Mad. HC. Appx. 1. 

XII. In any case in which, under the lastpreceding 

„ , . Section of this Act, no part of a sen- 

punisiimentoannot tence ot whipping is carried into 
be inflicted under execution, the offender shall be kept in 
teas ee ion. cus t oc iy till the Courtwhich passed the 
Sentence can revise it, and the said Court may, at its 
discretion, either order the discharge of the offender, 

‘ o^ sentence him in lieu of whipping to imprisonment 
for any period which may be in addition to any other 
punishment to which he may have been sentenced for 
the same offence ; provided that the whole period of' 
imprisonment shall not exceed that to which, T the 
offender is liable under the provisions of the Indian 
Penal Code, or that which the said Court is 1 ' dbuape- 
*j^ijtd, to award. ■* * 
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An act to amend the 'procedure of Her Majesty's High 
Courts of Judicature in the exercise of their original 
Criminal jurisdiction, and to provide forthe exercise 
of such jurisdiction at places other than the Presi- 
dency Towns. 

"Whereas it is expedient to amend the procedure 
of the High Courts of Judicature at 
Preamble p ort William in Bengal, at Madras, 

and at Bombay, in the exercise of their original Cri- 
minal jurisdiction, and also to provide for the exer- 
cise by such Courts of original Criminal jurisdiction 
under the Commission of the Governor General of 
India in Council, or of either of the Governors in 
Council of Madras and Bombay, in places other than 
the Presidency Towns, or at several such places by 
way of circuit ; It is enacted as follows : 

Preliminary. 

1. This Act may be cited as “ The High Courts, 
Criminal Procedure Amendment Act, 
1865.” 

* 

2. In this Act, unless there be some- 
thing repugnant in the subject or 
context — 

“ High Court” denotes Her Majesty’s High Courts 
of Judicature at Fort William in Beu- 
“ High Court” ga ] ; afc Madras and at Bombay, res- 
pectively. 

“ Chief Justice,” “Judge,” “Registrar,’* and other 
«nv t T „ wor<is denoting any particular .Officer 
« respectively include any person for the 

time being authorized to act as such 
Chief J ustice, Judge, Registrar, or other Officer. 

“ Magistrate” denotes any person exercising any of 
« tIie P oweT8 °f a Magistrate under the 

, Hag Code of Criminal Procedure, and in- 

cudes Police Magistrates in any Presidency Town. 


Short Title. 


Interpretation 

Clause. 
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“ Clerk of the Crown” includes, besidessuch Officer;, 
a Crown Prosecutor and any Officer 1 
of - the specially appointed by the Govern or Ge- 
r neraL of India in Council or the Gover- 

nor in Council of Madras or Bombay to discharge the 
functions given by this Act to the Clerk of the Crown, 
in respect of any sittings of a Judge or Judges of the 
High Court in a place other than the usual place of 
sitting, or in respect of any sittings of a Barrister 
under the forty-fourth ■Section of this Act. 


“ British India” denotes the territories which are 
or may become vested in Her Majesty 
or her successors under the Statute 21 
and 22 Vic., cap, 106, except the Settlement of Prince 
of Wales’ Island, Singapore, and Malacca. 


Words importing the masculine gender include 
females : words in the singularnumber 
include the plural, and words in the 
plural number include the singular. 


Gender 

Number. 


and 


Of Charges where the accused is committed in a 
Presidency Town. 

3. Any Justice of the Peace or Magistrate who 
shall commit to custody, or hold to 
bail any person for trial before the 
High Court for an offence committed, 
or which, according to law, may be 
dealt with as if it had been committed, 
within the local limits of its ordinary 
original Civil jurisdiction, shall, to- 
gether with all examinations, informations, bailments, 
and recognizances now required to be delivered to 
guch Court before the trial, deliver to the ClerkW the 
■own a written instrument of charge signedjby. him 
for what offence such person is so &cwa«nfted 
tPu-baiL, , , , , . ; ^ / ■ 

Ils ,iJj lo " ; ■ > 

1 T1 1 

con- 


Charge to he de- 
livered to Clerk of 
the Crown with 
commitment with- 
in the local limits 
of the ordinary ori- 
ginal Civil juris- 
diction. 
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Clark of the sider the charge, and may, if he con- 
Crown to consider, sid©r it necfessary ot expedient so to do, 
amen^aitTr, 1 ’ m amend, alter, or add to the Same. The 
adi to the charge, charge, with such amendments, alter- 

charge with ations, or additions , if any, shall be re- 
X e ns dlB or ta ’addr cor( i e ^ t ^ le High Court, and the per- 
sons (if any) to he son charged shall be entitled to have a 
recorded. copy of such charge with such amend- 

ments, alterations, or addition, (if any) gratis. 

5. The person charged shall also be entitled to 
* a , , copies of the examinations of the wit- 

copies of exanuna- nesses upon whose depositions no has 
flons been so committed or held to bail, on 

payment of a reasonable sum for the same, not ex- 
ceeding one anna for each folio of ninety words, 

6. Upon charges recorded as aforesaid, persons 

committed to custody or held to bail 
Effects of charge, deemed to have been brought 

before the High Court in due course of law, and (sub- 
ject to the provisions contained in the eight Section 
of this Act) shall be arraigned at suit of the Crown, 
and- the verdict shall he recorded thereupon. 

7. In Act XVIII of 1862 (to repeal Act XXI of 
Provisions of Act 1852 in those parts of British^ India in 

xyiii of 1862 as which the Indian Penal Code is in force , 
apply to charges cind to re-enact some of the provisions 
thi e f Aat d under thereof with amendments , and further 
to improve the Administration of Crimi- 
nal Justice in Her Majesty's Supreme Courts of Judi- 
cature}, the word “ indictment’, shall be understood 
to include the word “ charge,” and all tho provisions 
of the said Act shall apply to charges recorded as 
aforesaid and the trial of such charges, 

8. When any such charge shall have been recorded 
Mu prmqvi in tiie High Court as aforesaid, and 

<*> i wisustainabie shall at any time before the person 
charge. charged is arraigned, appear to the 

Judge of the High Court who would in ordinary 
ooiogfetzy the same, to be clearly unsustainable, an 
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entry to that effect may be made on the charge by 
such Judge. Such entry may be made without the 
fiat of the Advocate General, and shall have the effect 
of a nolle prosequi upon the charge, but shall 
not operate as an acquittal of the person charged 
unless and until three years from the time of mak- 
ing the entry shall have elapsed, at the expiration of 
which period, if no fresh charge have been brought 
on the same matter, he shall be considered as having 
been acquitted. 

Of Grand Juries . 

9. From and after the date on which this Act 

shall come into operation, no warrant 
ment of tins Act, or .precept shall be issued to the 
Grand Jury not to sheriff or other Officer directing him 
to summon any persons to attend and 
serve as Grand Jurors. All persons who, but for 
this Act, would have been exempt from serving on 
Common Juries, shall be liable, except as hereinafter 
provided, to serve on such Juries. 

10. No person shall be brought before the High 
No one to be Court on the presentment or inquisi- 

charged ontbe pre- tion of Grand Jurors, unless suchpre. 
siHo™ ei of 0r Grand sentmentorinquisition shall have been 
Jurors, unless they made by Grand Jurors who shall have 
mJned brf«re B1 the been duly summoned before this Act 
—ement of comes into force : Provided that if any 
b ' ' precept for summoning a Grand Jury 

shall have been issued for the then next coming Ses- 
sions of the High Court, such Grand Jury shall pro- 
ceed at such Sessions as if this Act had not passed. > 


Of Juries in Presidency Towns. 

11. Every person tried in a Presidency Town 

Certain triaiato U P 011 a charge of having committed an 
he held before offence whichis punishable with death, 
jgeoijd Jurors. or U p 0n an y other charge, if a Judge 

tpdJigh Court shall so order, shall bo tried be- 
‘ ,1 Jury. . , , 

* * *n i t* »i , > i 

whpn 
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The Jurors’ Book this Act Comes . int ° forU ®> ahkli b ® 

for the current taken as containing a correct general 
aspVing b thetrst list of persons qualified and liable to 
hstof jurors and serve as Jurors under this Act : and 
^ peowi Jurors. those persons whose names are entered 
in the said Jurors’ Book as being privileged to serve 
on Grand or Special Juries only, shall be deemed to 
be persons privileged and liable to serve only as 
Special Jurors under this Act : and a list of such last 
mentioned persons to be called the “ Special Jurors’ 
last,” shall forthwith, and subject to such rules as 
shall be prescribed by the High Court, be prepared 
by the. Clerk of the Crown or such other Officer as 
the Chief Justice of the High Court shall direct. 

13. The number of persons included in the “ Spc- 
The number of Jurors’ List” prepared as in the 
Special Jurors m last preceding Section is provided, 
allowed 'to t0 <he shall be permitted gradually from year 
dorratotwohuu- to year to diminish until the whole 
** ‘ number of names remaining on such 

list shall not exceed two hundred : and no new name 
shall be added to such list until the number shall 

After which the have been so diminished by the death 
number of Special or change of residence of the persons 
coed ^ohundred, originally included in the list, or by 
other loss of such qualification as gave 
them the privilege of serving only as Grand or 
Special Jurors. After the number shall once have 
been reduced as aforesaid, the names of not more 
than two hundred persons shall ever at any one 
time be entered in the Special Jurors’ List. 

Special Jurors ex- J 4 ’ , AU P e ^ 8 ? V J 10 T Se tmmes ftTO 

empted from ser- entered in the * Special J urors 1 List n 
83*? Com ”° n shall be exempted from serving on any 

other than Special Juries. 

15. The Clerk of the Crown or such other Officer 
Preparation of as the Chief J ustice of the High Court 

s 5 d ! sWI > >*®>» a» 6 Hi day 
•Hvf'tj, * , ot AP n * m each year, and subject in 
all respects to such rules as the High Court shall 
from time to time prescribe, prepare a list of all per- 

56 
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sons qualified and liable to serve as Jurors, and shall,' 
before the fifteenth day of April which shall first 
occur after the reduction of the number of names in. 
the “ Special Jurors’ List” as aforesaid, and before 
every subsequent fifteenth day of April, but subject 
always to such rules as aforesaid, take from the gene- 
ral list of Jurors the names of such persons as he 
may think fit, regard being had to their property, 
character, and education, and shall enter the same 
in the " Special Jurors’ List.” 

1 6. The Clerk of the Crown or other Officer 
appointed by the Chief Justice shall, 
tt e °uX P to P htve f ub Ject to such rules as aforesaid, 
full discretion : no have full and entire discretion to pre- 
SL fr ° m P^re the said lists as shall seem to 

, ’ him to be proper, and there shall be 

no appeal from or review of his decision. 


';i7. The list of p ersons qualified or liable to Sqrve' 
■rut of jurors as Jurors, and the “ Special Jurors* 
the be Q P iettf ea “ List,” respectively, signed by the Offi- 
8 826 e ‘ cer by whom the same shall have been 
prepared, shall be published once in the Official 
Gazette, before the first day of May next after their 
preparation, and copies of the said lists shall be affix- 1 
ed to some conspicuous part of the Court House. 


, 18, Out of the names contained in the lists afore- 
jurors and Spa- said > ^ere shall be summoned for each 
dai Jurors to Lb Sessions thirty-six of those who are 
for qualified and liable to serve on Special 
■ Juries, and seventy-two of those wfio 
are qualified and liable to serve on Common Juries. 


Of Challenges of Jurors in the Presidency towns. 
19. A peremptory challenge to the number of 
’Challenges. twenty in Common Juries and fir 
i m, ®P e °i a l Juries shall be allowed ; Ibut 
SSf+w^i ch . aUen ^ t0 tbe array, aojljfeffk *0 

otbera ^ha}l,r^®ood 
" ~ ’ ' m Qrown 
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20 . 

Judge to 
challenge. 


try 


as 

infancy, old age, or deficiency in the ' qualification 
required Jby any law or rule having the force of law 
for the time being in force. 

(2.) Some presumed or actual partiality in the 
Juror. 

(3.) A previous conviction of the Juror under the 
Indian Penal Code, or the criminal law administered 
in the Supreme Courts of Judicature or the Courts 
of the East India Company previously to the enact- 
ment of such Code. 

The Judge before whom the person charged 
is about to be tried shall try any chal> 
lenge, other than a peremptory chal- 
lenge, and if he allow the challenge), 
the Juror shall be set aside. 

21 . Save as hereinbefore provided, the High Court 

Hi h Court to retain all its present powers res- 

retam its present pecting the summoning, empannclling, 
iorora' cti m Pres!- qualification, challenging, and service 
denoy Towns, ®x- of Jurors in the Presidency Towns : 

icfc lteied ^ ai)< * bav® power to make such 
rules on these subjects (not inconsis- 
tent with the provisions of this Act,) as shall seem to 
it to b e proper. All rules r elatin g thereto now in force 
in the High Court shall (so far as they are not incon- 
sistent with this Act) remain in full force until repeal- 
ed or altered by new rules made under this Section 

Of Sitting under a Commission. 

22. From and after the commencement of this 
Act, whenever it shall appear to 
Governor General of India in Council 
convenient that the jurisdiction and 
power vested in the High Court at 
Fort William in Bengal should be ex- 
ercised in any place within the juris- 
diction of any Court now subject to the superin- 
tendence of the said High Court, whether within or 
Without the' Bengal Division of the Presidency of 
Fort William, other than the usual place of sitting 
<rf'SR«h Court, or at several such places by wayjJ$; f ; 


Jurisdiction of 
Judge acting nn% 
dor Commission 
from Governor 
General of India 
in Council. 
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circuit, and the Governor General of India in Council 
shall, by his Commission for that purpose, authorize 
and direct any of the Judges of such Court to hold, 
sittings at such place or places accordingly, at or 
within such times as by such Commission may be 
authorized or directed, the Judge or Judges acting 
under such Commission in the places and manner 
therein directed, shall have and exercise the same 
jurisdiction, power, and authority as would be had 
and exercised by a Judge or Judges of the High 
Court of Judicature at Fort William in Bengal in its. 
ordinary place of sitting, but subject, as respects the 
exercise of original Criminal jurisdiction in anyplace 
other than the ordinary place of sitting of such High 
Court, to the provisions contained in the twenty- 
eighth and following Sections of this Act. 


. 23. From and after the commencement of this 
Act, whenever it shall appear to the 

judg^Tting* Govertlor in Council of Madras con- 
under Commit venient that the jurisdiction and power 
r CounT rU of ve sted in the High Courtof Jurdicature 
Madras. at Madras should be exercised in any 

place within the jurisdiction of any 
Court now subject to the superintendence of the same 
High Court, whether within or without the Presi- 
dency of Madras, other than the usual place of sitting 
of such Court, or at several such places by way of 
citduit, and such Governor in Council shall by his 
Commission for that purpose, authorize and direct 
any of the Judges of such Court to hold sittings in 
such place or places accordingly at or within such 
times as by such Commission may be authorized or 
directed, the Judge or Judges acting under such 
Commission inthe places and mannertherein directed 
shall have and exercise the same jurisdiction,' pbwer 
authority as would be had and exercised fey a 
Jud f es of the. High Court at Mai&as/in 
^^^pary place of sitting, but sufejeet, as respects 

any ' 
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same Court, to the provisions contained in the twenty- 
eighth and following Sections of this Act. . 

24. From and after the commencement of this 

Act, whenever it shall appear to the 

Jurisdiction of Governor in Council of Bombay con- 
undfr Commission venient that the jurisdiction and 
of Governor in power vested in the High Court of 
^ounci o om j u( jj ca f. ure j$ om b a y should be ex- 
ercised in any place within the juris- 
diction of any Court now subject to the superintend- 
ence of the same Court, whether within or without 
the Presidency of Bombay, other than the usual 
place of sitting of such Court, or at several such 
places by way of circuit, and such Governor in 
Council shall by his Commission for that purpose 
authorize and direct any of the J udges of such Court 
to hold sittings in such place or places accordingly 
at or within such times as by such Commission may 
be authorized or directed, the J udge or Judges act- 
ing under such Commission in the places and manner 
therein directed shall have and oxercise the same 
jurisdiction, power, and authority as would be bad 
and exercised by a Judge or Judges of the High 
Court at Bombay in its ordinary place of sitting, but 
subject, as respects the exercise of original Criminal 
jurisdiction in any place other than the ordinary 
place of sitting of the same Court, to the provisions 
contained in the twenty-eighth and following Sec- 
tions of this Act. 

25. The High Court may allot to a Judge or 

High Court may acting under a Commission as 

allot jurisdiction aforesaid,. such part of th e exfcraordimur 
unde&mS ™gmal Civil jurisdiction, and of the 
Cavil and Criminal Appellate jurisdic- 
tion, and of the jurisdiction as a Court of revision or 
reference, which it is competentto exercise at its usual 
place of sitting, as the High Court may consider can 
be more conveniently exercised at any place or places 
mentioned in such Commission. 

3$, Every Commission issued as aforesaid undsrt ^ 
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any of the preceding Sections shall 
B fc?fy m time n and specify the time during which and the 
place during and districts or places within which such 
travel. 10 * 1 lt ehan Commission shall remain in force ; and 
such time and the limits of such dis- 
tricts or places shall be notified in the Official Gazette. 


27. The Governor General of India in Council,, 
Power to ap- or Governor of Madras or of JBom- 
powt an Aasoa- bay in Council, as the case may be, 
ate Xudge* ma y fey such Commission as aforesaid 

associate with such Judge of the High Court any 
Barrister-at-law of not less than five years’ stand- 
ing, or any Sessions Judge. The person so associ- 
ated shall be called the Associate Judge, and, unless 
directed to try persons separately as hereinafter pro- 
vided, may sit with the Judge of the High Court 
during the trials of persons tried under such Commis,- 
Bion; Whenever any Associate Judge sits yfit^ Jhf 
' Jiidge of the High Court, the latter shall preside*, 
conduct the case, and pronounce judgment* }' 

28- 'Any Justice of the Peace or Magistrate with- 
out the local limits of the ordinary 
orininal Civil jurisdiction of the High 
Court, before whom any European 
British subject shall he brought for an 
offence committed without those limits 
shall, immediatelyafter the conclusion 
of the preliminary enquiry, and if he shall detemiian 
to Commit or hold to bail such person for trial, give 
notice thereof to the High Court to which the com- 
mitment or bailment would ordinarily be made, and 
shall send to the Clerk of the Crown, together with 
the record of the preliminary enquiry, and transla- 
tions into English of any writings not in that lan- 
guage, a written instrument of charge signed by him, 
Stating for what offence such person is committed or 
.held to bail. On receipt of these documents, the 
rk. of the Crown shall proceed as directed in the 
t in the fourth Section, and the person charged 

manner as he would 
: MjeSection. of this. 

1 ' 1 * * ' ** '' " IM f 


Charge to be de- 
livered with record 
of preliminary in- 
quiry without t^e 
local limits of the 
original Criminal 
jurisdiction. 
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Act. If a Commission under which the person 
charged might be tried shall have been issued, the 
High Cdurt shall consider at what place the person 
charged can be most conveniently tried, and shall 
give directions accordingly : if no such Commission 
shall have been issued, the High Court shall obtain 
information from the Government as to whether such 
Commission is about to issue, and shall then give such 
directions as last aforesaid. Provided always that, if 
the commitment or bailment have been made after’ 
the issue and during the running of a Commission 
under which the person charged might bo tried, the 
notice by this Section directed to be given to the 
Clerk of the Crown shall be given, and the documents 
directed to be sent to the Clerk of the Crown shall 
' be sent to the Clerk of the Crown with the Judge of 
the High Court acting under the Commission. Such 
Judge shall have all the powers given to the High 
Court by this and the next succeeding Section. 


The charge shall 
be deemed a charge 
tinder i the Oh- 
miaal Procedure 
Code, 


29 . The charge, whether it shall or shall not have 
been amended, altered, or added to 
under the last preceding Section, shall, 
if the person charged be directed to be 
tried at a place other than the usual 
place of sitting of the Court, have the 
same effect as a chargeunder the thirteenth Chapter of 
theCode ©fCriminal Procedure, and the person charged 
shall be tried thereon before a Judge oftheHighCourt 
whether sittingby himself or with an Associate Judge* 
if unantftainabie,' Hut if, at any time before the High 
aw proceedings Court shall have directed whether the 
»y e a ajre trial of the person charged shall t ake 
place, the charge appear to the High Court to be' 
clearly unsustainable^ an entry to that effect may be 
made by the proper Officer of the Court at any time 
before tbe commencement of the trial. Such entry 
Shall have the effect of staying proceedings on the 
hut shall not operate as an acquittal of the 
charged, unless and until three years from the 
tW^of , making the entry shall have elapsed, at the 
of which period, if no fresh charge ha ' %ii ' 
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been brought on the same matter, he shall be consi- 
dered as having b een acquitted. If the person charged 
be directed to be tried at the usual place of sitting of 
the Court, the charge whether amended, altered, or 
added to as last aforesaid or not shall have the same 
effect as, and be deemed to be a charge uuder the 
sixth, seventh, and eighth Sections of this Act. 


30. Pending the directions of the High Court as 

Procedure pen- to P laCe of trial > ever 7 SUch British 
dmg iirectiona of subject as is referred to in the twenty - 
High Court. eighth Section ofthis Act shall (if not 
out on bail) be committed by the J us.tice of the Peace 
or Magistrate for intermediate custody to the nearest 
Criminal Jail in which he can be most conveniently 
confined. If the trial shall be directed to take place 
in the usual place of sitting of the Court, the Justice 
of the Peace or Magistrate shall bind over the person 
charged to appear and' take his trial at such usual 
place of sitting, or Bhall commit him to the Jail at , 
such place. If the High Court shall direct that the 
person chargedbe tried elsewhere than its usual place 
of sitting, the Justice of the Peace or Magistrate shall 
bind him over to appear and take his trial in the 
place directed, or (as the case may be) shall, ifneces- 
sary, cause him to be removed to the Criminal Jail of 
or nearest to the place at which such person is direct- 
•edto be tried ; and the Officer in charge of such 
' (Criminal Jail shall keep such person in safe custody 
‘iiiral discharged in due course of law. " 1 * 

' 31, It shall be lawful for the High Cougt n fc|^i|^jt 
that all European British subfee1® d^m- 
mitted or bail ed for trial witmii^mfri 
specified Districts or during certain 
specified periods of the year, shall be 
tried at the usual place of sitting of the 
Court or to direct that they shall be 
tried at a particular place named ; and 
also to order that such European Bri- 
fish subjects shall, if not hailed, be 
| #$£ hyferihecba.te custody to a particular 

T- ^ • ill J j-* 

py the Govern- 


High Court may 
order European 
British Subjects 
committed in eer- 
tain District in 
certain seasons of 
tljte year to be 
^ecl at a particu- 
p pSLace and con- 
i.hi & particu- 
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went for tha reception of swch prisoners. In any such 
case the High Court may direct further thatthe notice 
required by the twenty-eighth Section of this Aefrt® 
be given and the papers required by that Section to 
be sent to the Clerk of the Crown, shall be given and 
sent to a particular Clerk of the Crown named by the 
High Court in that behalf. Every person bailed or 
committed to take his trial at any particular place in 
com plian ce with a general direction under the pro- 
visions of this Section, shall be dealt with in all res- 
pects as if he had been bailed or committed in com- 
pliance with a special direction under the twenty - 
eighth Section of this Act. 

32. When the High Court shall have directed 
. . thatany European British subject shall 

European mltleh be tried at any place other than its 
subjects tried un- usual place of sitting, the Judge of the 

der Commission. ^ acting ° under such com- 

mission as aforesaid in the place and manner there- 
in mentioned, shall, whether sitting by himself or 
with the Associate Judge, have and exercise ill res- 
pect of such European British subject the sameju- 
risdfictien, power, and authority which would be had 
and exercised by the High Court at its ordinary 
place of sitting, if the said European British subject 
had been committed or bailed to the said High Court 
at its ordinary place of sitting for the offence with 
which he is charged. But the trial of the said Euro- 
pean British subject before such Judge of the High 
Code o* orfmi- Court acting under such Commission, 
nai Procedure to as aforesaid, and whether sitting by 
jfdL 7 t °eiMpt 8U ae' himself or with the Associate Judge, 
hereinafter deolar- shall. Subject to the exceptions hereto- 

after declared*, be conducted in accord- 
ance with the rules and provisions' contained in tha 
Code of Criminal Procedure* and thereby made ap- 
plicable to trials of persons committed or bailed for 
tidal before the Court of Session for offemSestriable by 
such Court. 

The Judge of the High Court acting undqff 
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such Commission in the place aiid the 
peraon/nob°^!uro- manner therein mentioned, and whe- 
pean British sub- ther sitting by himself or with the 
iiommissiouT “ Ass o oiate Judge, shall, if he shall think 
fit, have and exercise the same j urisdic- 
tion, power, and authority in respect of any person 
committed or bailed for trial under the Code of Cri- 
minal Procedure before the Court of Session at the 
place and within the time in such Commission men- 
tioned as might be had and exercised by the Court of 
Session to which such person was committed or bailed* 
The trial of such person shall be conducted, subject to 
the exceptions hereinafter declared, in accordance with 
the rules and provisions contained in the Code of Cri- 
minal Procedure, and thereby made applicable to trials 
before a Court of Session of persons committed of 
Ijailed to such Court for offences triable by the 

* , A * . » 1 * * 1 f , 

! 34. AH trials before a J udgeof theHigh Court act- 

Tnais under ing under su ch C omm ission as aforesaid, 
Commission to bs and whether sitting by himself or with 
Dy the Associate Judge, shall be by Jury. 


35. "Whenever the Governor General of India in 
: Summoning of Council or the Governor of Madras or 
to serve on of Bombay in Council, as the case may 
£Son nder . C ° m ', be > sh aH have signified to the High 
I,.,./, i . . Court that it is intended to issue a 
C^nissiDn as aforesaid to any Judge or Judges o£ 
the, High Court authorizing and directing sittings uf 
the said Judge or Judges in any place, the HighCmira 
shall give notice of such intention to the 
Session at such place, and thereupon the sai'd G6iu-u 
or Session shall take and cause to be taken themea- 
0jrresprescribed by Sections three hundred and thirty- 
to three hundred and forty, both inclusive, of the 
of Cnnunal Procedure for the summoning of 
* r .fiiid in addition to the persons so summoned 
Court pf Session shall, if it shall 
cation with the Com- 
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mandingOffioer, caused to be summoned 
nofexempt, me * such number of CommissionedandNfbti- 
Commissioned Officers in the Militsnqr 
service resident within ten miles of its place of sitting 
as tiie Court shall consider to bo necessary to make 
up the Juries required for the trial of persons charged 
■with offences before the Judge of the High Court 
acting under Commission as aforesaid. All Commis- 
sioned and Non-Commissioned Officers so summoned 
shall be liable to serve on such J uries notwithstanding 
anything contained in the Code of Criminal Procedure, 
but no Commissioned or Non-Commissioned Offioer 
shall be summoned whom his Commanding Officer 
shall desire to have excused on the ground of urgent 
Military duty or for any other special Military reason. 
The Juries for the trial of persons triable by suoh 
Judge of the High Courtactingunder such Commission 
as aforesaid shall be formed in the manner required 
by the Code of Criminal Procedure and by this Act 
from the persons summoned under the said Sections 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure and from the Com- 
missioned and Non-Commissioned Officers summoned 
&§ aforesaid, or, if no such Officers have been summon- 
ed, then solely from the persons summoned under the 
same Sections. 

36. If the person charged shall be a European 
jury for trial of British subject, and shall so require 
European British before the Jury shall be empannelled, 
* u 380t ' the majority of the Jurors shall consist 

of Europeans or Americans. If such a Jury cannot Ip 
procured, the person so charged shall be sent for trip, 
by the High Court in its usual place of sitting. ' *' ; 

87. On every trial mentioned in the thirty* fourth 
Number of Jury Section of this Act, the -Jury aha!! 

* requisite to vw- consist of twelve persons, and unahi- 
$ot o gui ty. mity, or a majority of not loss than 
jtfa» with the concurrence of the presiding Judge, 
swul/be necessary for a verdict of guilty. In default 
unanimity, or of such majority, or of 
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majority and concurrence, the prisoner shall be ac- 
quitted. 

3 8. During the trial of any person before a Judge 

Acta met of a a{ , the Hi S h J? ourt > acting- under Com- 

diciai naAura may mission as aforesaid, or by a Judge of 

rf4 0 a n crown Glerk ihe Court and an Associate 

Judge sitting together, any act, not of 
a Judicial nature, which the Code of Criminal Proce- 
dure requires to be done by the Court of Session, 
may be done by the Clerk of the Crown or by any 
Officejr of the Court directed by such Judge to perform 
such act. 


Portions of Sec- 
tion S&O of Gu- 
F^cedune 

.^A^enees 1 tiy 


39. So much of the three hundred and eightieth 
Section of the Code of Criminal Proce- 
dure as requires the confirmation, by 
the Sudder Court of sentences of death 
passed by a Court of Session^ ‘aMW, 
touch of the said Section a& thd^p§$.'' 
from the Court a statement of the ground^ qn 'wli &b 
a person convicted of an offence made 'punishable by 
death by the Indian Penal Code has been sentenced 
to a punishment other than death, shall not apply to 
sentences by a Judge of the High Court acting finder 
Commission as aforesaid. : - •‘•i, 

- • v, 

' 40i So much of the twenty-sixth Chapter of th'& 

* portion of 26 tb Code-of Criminal Procedureas requires 
ciwptep of criaai- judgment to he passed by a Criminal 
Code not to apply Court in any particular form, and as 
to flentenees 'of requires that the sentence or fin ding 
ifft frt.flds*- recorded in any particular 

form shall not apply to judgments, sentences, or find- 
ings in trials before a Judge of the High Court act- 
, ing under such Commission as aforesaid, whether 
hitting by himself or with an Associate Judge j but 
Judge shall pass judgment and sbali i^ord or 
,to be recorded the sentence an d fip.di|i^ j a, such 

pdliSSt^l^ft^SOftYioted of an 
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. offense before a Judge of-the-High 
tor 5 ffigh° , c*»” Court acting under Commiapiett- 
«y lueation of aforesaid, the Judge, if be thiakprqper, 
w< * aoe ' may reserve for the decision of th# 
High Court any question of law or of the admissibility 
of evidence which has arisen in the course of the trial 


of such person. If the Judge reserve no such ques- 
tion, he shall forward the prisoner with a copy of his 
sentence and a warrant for the execution of the same 


Procedure where the Magistrate > or other “Officer in 

me such question charge of the Jail of the District at 
warred. which the trial was held, and such 

Magistrate or other Officer shall proceed thereupon in 
like manner as he is directed by the Code of Crimi- 
nal Procedure to proceed in respect of sentences by a 
Court of Session not requiring confirmation. If the- 
Judge reserve any question of law or of the admissi- 
bility of evidence, the person convicted shall, pending 
the decision of the High Court thereon, be dealt with 
in like manner as persons sentenced by a Court of 
Session in cases where the sentence requires the confir- 
mation of the Sudder Court under the Court of Grimi- 
na^J^roeediire. If the decision of the High Court be ad- 
verse to the person convicted, such decision shall be 
forwarded to the Court of Session of the district ha 


which the trial took place, in like manner as in 
direoted by the three hundred and eighty-third Sec- 
tion of the said Code with reference to orders of 
confirmation of sentences, and thereupon the said 
Court of Session and all other persons shall proceed 
as if the person convicted had been sentenced by 
such Court of Session!, and as if such sentence lied 
been confirmed by the Sudder Court under the Court 
of Criminal Procedure. 


42, Save as is hereinbefore otherwise provided, 
, , t _ the Code ol Criminal Procedure shall 

,eri^a!a apply to the constitution and forma- 

t0 “P - tian of Juries for the purpose of trials- 
. ^Lnti^i" n. aa r before a Judge of the High"**, irfc 
b ‘ acting under Commission as aforesaid. 
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or before such Judge and an Associate Judge, and to 
trials before sucb Judge of the High Court or before 
such Judge and an Associate Judge, and to sentences 
by such Judge of the High Court and to the car- 
rying into execution of such sentences. 

43. If, the Judge of the High Court think fit, he 
may direct the Associate Judge to try 
jaaSSj duact any person, other than a European 
Associate judge British subject, "who under this Act is 
triable by such Judge of the High 
mission not an Court. The trial of such person shall 
fubjeot? 11 ntW tie regulated without exception by the 
rules of the Code of Criminal Pro- 
cedure applicable to trials of persons committed or 
bailed for trial before a Conrt of Session, and such 
person, if convicted, shall be dealt with as if be had 
hfeen convicted before the Court of Session of thedis* 
trict in which the trial was held. Any person, other 
than a European British subj ect, 'who has been 'com- 
mitted or bailed for trial before the dourt of Session 
of any place mentioned in such Commission as afore- 
said, but who has not been tried under this Act dur- 
. ing the time for which the Commission remained in 
force, shall be tried by the Court of Session to which 
> he was committed or bailed as if this Act had not, 
passed. 



,44. , From and after the commencement of this; 

Act, it shall be lawful for the Governor 
Power to OoTer- General of India in Council bi 

noi^General of In* 
dia in Council to 
appoint a Barris- 
ter to hold sittings 
under Commis- 
sion at places not 
. ^erein before refer- 
red to. 


Commission to authorize and 
any Barrister-at-law of not legs' 
five years’ standing, although" n 
Judge of any High Court, to 
tings at any place in Bri‘" 

A* * 1 other than the usual place, 

Court, and other than any plade' r,i 
mid, twej^yttbbdjj * * 

places 

isatjuu Lt& Je&L&fa i V .ft, ■Simf H gy SMCb 


wmm 
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Commission, in ih© places and manner t$wr<® o direct? 
ed si) all hay© and exercise tlie same junsdictiOR, 
jower, and authority as (subject to the provision® 
hereinbefore contained) would be bad and exercised 
hy a Judge of the High Court acting under any. 
such Commission as aforesaid, 
r 45. ’ This Act shall commence and come into oper- 
ation on such date as the Governor 
General of India in Council shall ap- 
point by Notification in the Gaaette of 

India. 

46. This Act shall not extend to 
the Settlement of Prince of Wales, 
Island, Singapore, and Malacca. 


Commencement 

of^Act. 


Act not to ex* 
tend to Straits* 
Settlement* 


ACT No. IV off 1867. 


[Received the assent of His Excellency the Governor 
General on the lsi! February i867.> 

. , * ** 
An Act to enlarge the meaning of the word * offence? 
in certain Sections of the Indian Penal Code, and 
for other 'purposes. 


Whereas it is expedient to enlarge the meaning of 
the word ‘ offence’ in certain Sections 
i eam > e. 0 £ i a( ii ail Penal Code so as to 

make it denote not only anything made punishable 
by the said Code, but also anything made punishable 
by any special or local law as therein defined ; It is 
hereby enacted as follows : 

1. Sections 187, 194, 195, 203, 211, 213, 2U t 

221, 222, 223, 224; 225, 327, 828, 
329, 330, 331, 847, 348, 388, '389 and 
445 of the Indian Penal Code shall be 
construed as if the word * Offence’ 
denoted anything made punishable by 
iw the said Code, or by any: special or 

ft# therein defined ; and Sections 441, l7fy. 


1 Offence’ l n cer- 
tain I Sections of 
Penal Code to in- 
otade anything 
He only 
By. s special or 

mn 
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177, 201, 202, 212, 216 and 441 of the said Code 
s hall be construed in the same way, when the thing 
made punishable by the special or local law is punish- 
able by such law with imprisonment for a term of six 
months or upwards, whether with or without fine. 

2. Sections 222 and 223 of the said Code shall be 
construed as if after the word ' offence* 
s 23 of pent! Code the following words were inserted ; (that 
to apply to Bom- j s to say) ‘ or lawfully committed to 
imtments ta cue- anc [ section 222 of the said 

Code shall also be construed as if the 
following words were added to the same Section ; 
(that is to say,) * or if the person was lawfully com- 
mitted to custody.’ 

,3. Whoever escapes or attempts to escape from 
any custody iu which he is lawfully 
^e>S m pe^u detained for failing to famish -any se- 
in custodyf or fail- curify required under Chapter JfcJGffc 1 
«ofity furniahse the' Code of Criminal ; jPxoce^u% 
shall be punished with imprisonment 
of either description as defined in the Indian Penal 
Code for a term which may extend to one year, or 
with fine, or with both. 

Swine of provi- 4 - Nothing contained in this Act 
Mona of special shall be taken to affect any of the 

ocai laws. provisions of any special or local law. 
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ACT No, XXXI or 1867. 

jp. A w ater) BY THE Governor GENERAL OF INDIA IN CoTJN'OIIa 

(Received the assent of the Governor General 
on the 2 6th Jane 1S67J 


(An Act to render 'penal certain offences committed 
by servants of Railway Companies J 

Whereas it is expedient to extend certain provi- 
sions of the Indian Penal Code relat- 
preamble. jjjg to public servants to persons in 
the employment of Railway Companies ; It is here- 
by enacted as follows : — 

1. In this Act “Railway Company” means the 

proprietors for the time being of every 
Ciaw erpreUtl0n railway or tramway situate in the ter- 
ritories vested in Her Majesty or Her 
•Successors under the Statute 2 1 & 22 Vic., cap. 106 (.4ft 
Act for the better government of India), or (so far only 
as regards British subjects within the dominior^ 
hereinafter mentioned) situate in the dominions of 
Princes and States in the East Indies in alliance with 
Her Majesty or Her Successors, and the lessees, 
representatives and assigns of such proprietors. 

2. Every officer and servant of a Railway Com- 
* Railway officer pany shall bo deemed a “ public ser- 
vant” within the meaning of Sections 
161, 162, 163, 164 and 165 of the 
Indian Penal Code. 

3. In the definition of legal remuneration -con- 
tamed in the said Section 161, the 
word te Government” shall, for the pur- 
poses of this Act, be deemed to include 

a Railway Company. 

4. This Act shall be called u The 
Railway Servants’ Act, 1867.” 
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and servants to be 
“ public servants 0 
within Gleaning 
of Penal Code. 


if Government” 
to include a Rail- 
way Company. 


Short title. 



INDEX. 


ABDUCTION 

definition of the terra, XVI. 382, 
simple, how punishable, XVI. 363, 
in order that the person abducted mav be murdered, 

XVI, 364, ... * ... 

may be wrongfully confined, XVI, 365, ... 

, of woman, in order to seduce her or make her marrv, 

XVI. 366, ... 

of a person, to subject him to giievous hurt, X VU 367, 
concealing, &c. person abducted, XVI. 368. ... 
of a child, to take property from it, XVI. 360. 

See — Forced Labor. Kidnapping Slave * 

ABETMENT 

m what it consists, V. 107 and 108 and Etplans. 83.90 

by illegal omission ... ... ... ... 83.01 

wilful concealment ... ... ... 83.9$ 

can only be committed in respect of offences under Penal 

Code ... ... ... ... Mi 85 

to constitute, it is not necessary that the act abetted 

should bfe committed, V. 108, Explan. 3, 84.91 

or that the person abetted should be capable by 
law of committing an offence, ib. Explain 3, 84.90 

, of abetment is an offence, zb. Explan. 4, #M jb„ 

does not require concert between abettor and person com- 
mitting the act, ib. Explan 5, Mi lti g<j 

punishment for, where the act abetted is committed in 

consequence, V. 109, and Explan. ... 5b. 

if the person abetted has a different inten- 
tion or knowledge, V. 110, ... ... 85 

when one act is abetted and another is 
done, V. Ill, ... ... ... ib. 

when abettor is liable to punishment for both 
" the act abetted and the act done, V. 11$, 87 

where an act for which abettor is liable causes 
an effect different from that intended, 

V. 113, ... ib. 

, when* the abettor is present* when the act is 

done, V. U4, 88 

if offence abetted is punishable with death 
or transportation for life, and that offence 
is not committed, &c.,V< 115, if hurt is 
causcd > * 


sr>2 

233 

ib. 

ib* 

ib. 

ib. 

ib. 



INDEX. 


ABETMENT — continued. 

* if offence abetted is punishable with im- 
prisonment, and that offence is not com- 
mitted, &c,, V. 116, 

and if abettor or person abetted is a 
public servant, See., ib. ... 

punishment for offence by the public generally, or by 
persons more than ten m number, V. 117 

waging war against the Queen, VI. 121, ... 
against an ally of the Queen, VI. 125, ... 
of mutiny, VII. IB 1, 

where the mutiny is in consequence com- 
mitted, VII. 132, 

of assault by soldier, &c on supeuor officei, VII. 133,134, 

of desertion, VII. 135, . 

of act of insubordination, VII. 138, 

in India, of the counterfeiting out of India of Queen’s coin, 

XII. 236, 

of suicide, XVI. 305, 306 
what amounts to 

* See — Concealment . Public Servant-. Suicide . 

ABETTORS 

where punishably ... ... 

ABSCONDING 

to avoid service of summons or order, X, 172', 
warrant of Magistrate, no offence 

ACCESSARY 

ACCIDENT 

act done by? when it is no offence, IV. 80, ... , 
ACCOUNT stated is a valuable secuiity 
ACQUITTAL 

' is no bar to subsequent proceedings where charge set out 
no offence ... ... M . 

Dr Court had no jurisdiction 
or proceedings terminated before sentence 
or where evidence on, second indictment could iiiot^ have 
procured a conviction on the first 
refusal by Magistrate to commit is not an ... 
prisoner may demand an, if pi osecution abandoned 
abandonment ‘without acquittal is no bar 
sentence of, conclusive till reversed 
< may tie set aside by High Court as Court of revision 
jygoo# of lies on defendant 
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Pads. 

ACT, what the word denotes, II. 33, ... ,.i ... 33 

when it includes illegal omissions, II, 32, ... ... ib. 

offence caused partly by, and partly by omission, II, 36, 24 

done by several persons, each w liable for, when, XL 34, 

35, 37, 38 22-24 

ACT XXIII of 1861, ss. 16-18. 20 ... ... ... 146 

s. 19 „ ,, ... ... ... 317 

s. 21 22 ,, 125 

XXV of 1SG1. See Ciiminal Proceduro Code 

XVII of 1862. Repealing Act 401 

XVIII of 1862. Criminal Law Amendment ... 413 

VI of 1S64. Whipping Act ... ... 431 

XIII of 1865. High Courts Criminal Procedure Amend* 

_ ... ... ... ... ... 437 

IV of 1867. Extended meaning of offences.,. ... 455 

XXXI of 1867 Railway Servants ... ... 457 

Vill of 1860. Soe Criminal Procednre Code. 

ACTION right of, not suspended till piosecution... ... 163 

ACTS OF STATE 

what are, ... ... ... 42-44 

Municipal tribunals have no jurisdiction over, ... ib. 

become so by ratification, 45 

ADMINISTERING- a dmg, XVL 32S ... ... ... 236 

what amounts to ... ... ' ... ib* 

ADMINISTRATOR GENERAL forbidden to trade 130 

ADMIRALTY JURISDICTION 

what Courts possess, ... ... ... 8 

over what cases it extends, ... ... „** 0-1 1 

ADOPT 

forging authority to, XVIIL 457 ... ... ... 521 

See — forgery. 

AD ULTE RATION 

of food or drink intended for sale, XTV. 272,... ... 188 

evidence of guilty knowledge ... ... jgg 

selling, &c. food or drink after, XIV. 373, ... ... 188 

of drugs, XIV. 274, ... ... ' ... ... J89 

sale of adulterated drugs, XIV. 275, ... ... 100 

must be passed for unadulterated, ... ... ib. 

what amounts to adulteration .*.180-190 

ADULTERY 

not a justification for killing ... . i# 221 

how punished, XX. 497..* ... #Ml 'Z 339 

evidence of sexual interjCourse ... tif 349 

marriage ... ( .7.336*339 

soijjuvance of husband negatives charge of ... #JM . 349 
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INDEX, 


Pagh. 

ADULTERY.— 'Continued. * 

whether several indictments maintainable for continued 

course of, ... ... ... 341 

prosecution for, only maintainable by husband 34$ 

his power to withdraw charge ... ... 163 

may be compounded ... ... ... ... 1GI 

enticing or taking away, See. a married woman with intent, 

&c. XX. 498, ... ... „• ... 342 

what amounts to enticing or taking away ... ... ib. 

her consent is immaterial... ... ... ... il>. 

she must be under husband’s protection ... 843 

husband must prosecute ... ... . . 844 

* may withdraw charge ... ... 163 

ADVOCATE GENERAL may sanction certain prosecutions... 102 
may piefer charges for offences committed 
beyond the ordinary jurisdiction of the 
High Court ... ... ... 376 

AFFIRMATION 

solemn, when included in the word " oath/' II. 51, ... 27 

AFFRAY t v, 

what constitutes an, VIII. 159, ... ...IIOJIS 

voluntaiily provoked, or in resistance to legal process, ... 11$ 

punishment for, committing, Vlir. 160 , . M HO 

assaulting public officer, suppressing an, VIII. 15? ... 103 

See — Riot . Unlawful Assembly. 

AGENT 

of owner or occupier of land, not giving Police notice of 

riot, fce., VIII. 154, 155, ... ... ... 108-9 

whan liable to line if iiot, &c* is 

committed, VIII. 156, ... 109 

See — Breach of Trust. Riot. Unlawful Assembly. 

AID 


definition of the term, V. 107, Explan. 2, ... (u 

ALLY OF THE QUEEN 

waging war against Asiatic, VI. 125 , ^ lOO 

committing depredation on, VI. 126, ... *** 

receiving property takeu from, VI. 127, 7„ “V 4k, 

ALTERATION 


made in a document, when it amounts to forcer?. 
See — Coin . Forget y. 

'fjAiTERNATIVE judgment and punishment* III, 72 „„ 

' corpus delicti must be proved 

moase of contradictory statements charged as false 
ffiglSPP^, I'M* \ , w* **’ 


88, HI 
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AMENDMENT 

of High Courts Criminal Procedure Act XIII. of 1805 ...437 

of Criminal Law, Act XVIII of 1802 ... ... . 413 

powers of, for variance m indictment . . 363 

of char S e 3S7 

AMERICAN 

when convicted is to be sentenced to penal servitude in- 
stead of transportation, HI 56,,., ... 28 

ANIMAL 

what the word denotes, JT 47, ... ... ... 26 

likely to endanger human life or do grievous hurt, negli- 
gence on the part of the possessor of, XIV. 289, 2f)4 

what is negligence ... ... ... 205 

mischief done by poisoning, killing, maiming, &c. any of 

the value of 10 Rupees or upwards, XVII. 428, 305 

elephant, camel, hoise, mule, buffalo, bull, cow or ox. 

XVII. 429, ib. 

any other animal of the value of 50 Rupees, id. ... ib. 

See — Mischief. 

ANNOYANCE 

caused by a diunken man, XXII. 510, 360 

See— Insult. Intinmlukon. 

APPREHENSION 

of offender or person charged with offence, wilfully neg- 
lecting to aid in, when bound to do so, X 187, 132 

every one is bound to aid Magistrate or Police Officer in 

effecting, ^ ... ... ... ... 78,132 

by Police officer without warrant ... ... ... 78 

private person... ... ... ... ... ib. 

after an escape . . ... ... ... 81 

degree of violence permissible'to effect ... ... ib. 

preventing, by harbouring, &e. XI. 216-, ... ... 164 

public officer voluntarily omitting, XL 221, ... ... 166 

if offender is under sentence of Court, XL 222, ... ib, 

tesisting, of oneself, XL 224, ... ... ... 168 

* of another, XI 225, ... ... ... 169 

APPRENTICE may be chastised by his master ... *.,233.248 

ARBITRATOR * * , 

when a." public servant 5 ' II. 21, ... ... 1 8 

false evidence before an, XI. 192,... ... ... J39 

ARMY 

offences relating to the, VII. 131-140, ...102-105 

ARREST 

what amount of violence justified by resistance to ... SI 

when a private person is authorised to ... 78 

by Police officer without warrant ... ... ib. 

, $e&-~dpprehenm}i t fimpe. 
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133 


ASSISTANCE 

to public semht, omission to givp, X. 187, «. 

ASSAULT 

security' *af ter conviction for* 
definition of the word, XVI. 351, ... 
consent of child to 

mere words alone do hot amount to, ib, Explan* 
by British subject 

how punishable, if simple, XVI, 353, 
may'be compounded 
on* Govern Dr- General, Member of Council, &c. VI. 124,,.. 1UO 
abetting, by soldier or sailoi bn superior officer, VII. 

133, 134, 

'on public officer while suppressing liot, fee. VIII, 152, 
on public officer generally, XVI, 353, ... 

on a woman with intent, fee. XV L 354 , ... 

4m any person in order to dishonor, XVI. 355, 

in attempt to steal property he his carrying, 

XVI. 356, .. 

in attempt wrongfully to confine a person, 

XVI. 357... 

on provocation, XVI. 358, 

See — Private Defence . Puniskrheni. 

ASSEMBLY 

when it is u unlawful, ”>VIlt. 141,..* ... ...105116 

when it becomes a waging of war ... ... ... 110 

joining oi continuing in assembly of five or more persons, 
fee. after notice to disperse, VIL 151 and 
Explan. 

See — Unlawful Assembly, 


113 349 
. 246 

. 65.2 tS 
. 247 

123 
. 247 

, Id 


103 

108 

248 

ib. 

249 


ib, 

ibv 

ib. 


10 ? 


18 

171 


it 


ASSESSOR 

assisting Court of: ‘Justice is a K)t public servant,” II. 21, 
persouation of an, XL 229,. 

ASSOCIATION 

whether incorporated or not, is included in the word 
CF person,” II, 11 ... 

ATMOSPHERE * 

* 

making it injurious to health, XIV. 2lS, ... ... 101 

’ AyyEMPT • , 

wa S e war against the Queen, VI, 121, ... • . .... *90 

ally of the Queen, VI. 125, ... 100 

or overawe Governor-General, Member of 
L *so. VL 124 ■ V- >• . 'i> ' ... ib. 

103 
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ATTEMPT — continued. 

to commit murder, XVI. 307, 26 (what amounts to an) 

Culpable Homicide, XVI. 308, . 

Suicide, XVI. 309, .. 

to commit an offence not otherwise expressly provided 
for, XXIII. 511, ... ... 

differs from intention or preparation 
tvhat acts amount to in dictable offence 


Page 

227 ■ 

228 
ib. 

361 
ib. 
362,364' 


is criminal, though, act attempted could, not have been 
performed . ... ... ... 362 . 

evidence of criminal intention when necessary ... 364 

prisoner may be found guiliy of, on indictment for com- 
pleted offence ... ... ... _ 385 . 

to commit offence punishable with whipping is not so pun- 
ishable ... ... ... ... i.. ib. 

to commit offence under Chap, XII or XVII after previous 
conviction does not subject to extra punishment ... ib- 

generally, under the heads of the various o fences. 

ATTORNEY privilege of, as to defamation ... ... 355 . 

AUTHORITY 

forging for receipt or transfer of valuable securities. 

Sec, interest, &c., goods, &o., XVIII. 467, ... 321 

BAPTISM 

forging register of, XVIII. 466, ... ... ... ib. 

See — Forgery. 

BELIEVE 

“ reason to believe,” meaning cf the term, II. 26, ... 20. 51“ 

BENAMEE transactions, whenfraudulent ... ... 302 

BENEFIT 

what the word does not mean in certain cases, IV. 92 

Explan ... ... 67 . 

BIGAMY 

XX. 494-496... ... ... ... ... 336 - 889 - 

may be compounded ... ... ... ... i 6 i, 

See — 'Marriage . 

BIRTH 

concealment of, of child, XVI. 318, ... ... 231 

forging register of, XVIII. 466, ... ... 331 

See — Miscarriage , 

BREACH OF PEACE security after conviction for .. ,113.249' 
BREACH OF TRUST, CRIMINAL 

definition of the offence, XVII. 40B, ... ... 383 

married woman may commit ... ... ... 284 

. or person jointly interested in fund ... 287 


59 
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BREACH OF TRUST, CRIMINAL — continued. 
bon& fide claim of title negatives charge 
evidence of ... — — 

simple, bow punishable, XVII. 40 S, 
by carrier, clerk or servant, how punishable, XVII. 

408, k ... •** 

who is liable as servant .. ... ♦** 

by public servant, XVII. 409, ... 

banker, merchant or agent* ... 

See — Theft . Trust . 


Pa gk 


... 287 

... ib. 

... 285 

407, 

...287-288 
... 288 

289 
.*♦ ib* 


BREAKING- OPEN 

a closed receptacle containing property, &c., XVII. 461, ... 816* 

if receptacle was entrusted to offender’s care, XVII. 

462, ... ... lb. 

See — Criminal Trespass . 


BRIBE 


public servant taking, IX, 1 61 and Explan ... ll'4 

person expecting to be a public servant taking, %b ib. 

no act need be done in consequence of ... ... 115 

taking, for corruptly influencing public servant, IX. 162...U6-118 
for personally influencing him, JX 163 . ... ib. 

public officer abetting the taking of a, IX. 162 ,- 163 , 164 , ib. 

obtaining a valuable thing without consi- 
deration, Sec., IX. 16 5 , ... ... 117 

offer of a bribe, V. 109 , 116 , ... ... ... 86 . 80 . 


sanction necessary where charge is against public officer ... 115 

See — Gratification . Fublic Servant 


BRIDGE 


injuring a« public, so as to make it impassable or 

less 


safe, XVII. 431, 

See — Mischief. 

... 

305 

BRITISH INDIA 



what the words denote, II. 15, 


im-t 

BRITISH SHIP, evidence of its being such 

m*0 

u 

offences committed on ... ... 


10-11 

\ 

BRITISH SUBJECT 


meaning of the term, ... ... ... 

... 

8-1376 

jurisdiction over,... ... ... ... 

in cases of assault, ... , M ... 

' %** 

ib. 

l * •*. 

122 

crimes committed by, out of India ... 


9-fi 

foriridden to lend money to Native Princes 

... 

120 

^contempt of Court committed by ... 

. *« 

125 

fefce evidescft Jww.cMt with 
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BUFFALO 

. kiUlnsr, poisoning, maiming, or rendering useless, XVIL 

429, ... - ... ... 395 

See — Mischief 1 

BUILDING 

negligence in repairing or pulling down, XIV. 288, ... 204 

BULL 

killing, poisoning, maiming or rendering useless. XVII. 

429, ... ... ... 305 ' 

See — Mischief 

BUOY 

destroying or removing, &c., XVII. 433, ... 305 

exhibiting a false one, &c., XiV. 281, ... ... 194 

See — Mischief . 

BURIAL 

forging register of, XVIII. 406, ... ... ... 321 

BURIAL PLACE 

trespassing on, with intent to insult, &c., XV. 297, ... 206 

offering indignity to human corpse, ib . ... ... ib. 

CALENDAR 

British, “ year’* or c< month” is calculated according to, 

II. 49, ... ... ... ... ... 27 

CALF, mischief by killing ... ... ... ... 305 

CAMEL 

killing, poisoning, maiming, or rendering useless a, XVII. 

429, 305 

See — Mischief 

CAPACITY 

false measure of, XIII. 265-267, ... ... .. 184 

See — Measure . 

CAPTAIN of ship may punish his seamen ... ...233.242 

CARE 

and attention essential to, “ good faith,” II 52, ... 27 

CARNATIC ARTIFICERS are not soldiers 103 

CARRIER 

criminal breach of trust by, XVII. 407, ... ... 287 

CASTRATION is grievous hurt, XVI. 320, 231 

an offence though consented to ... * ... ... 69 

CERTIFICATE 

*' ’ of registry evidences a ship’s character * . ... 1L 
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CERTIFICATE — Continued. 

„ issuing -or signing a false, XI, 197, ... ... 148 

' using as true, one which is false in a material point, XI. 

198, ... ... *** ... ib. 

CHARGES which require sanction of porernment or Advocate 

General ... ... ... ... 102,115,876 

'or of a Court ... ... ... ...115.123,145.817 

entertained by High Court in its extraordinary criminal 
* ’ ... ... 376 

- . « ... 293 

... 295 

... ... 296-298 

*t» Da. lba 


jurisdiction . 

CHEATING 

definition of the offence, XVII, 415, 
pretence may be of a future fact, ... 
made during a contract, 
what representations amount to, 

need not be in words, ... ... $96 

must be the cause of the act done, ... ,,, *b. 

fraudulent, ... .. ... ... ib. 

evidence of former acts of, inadmissible ... ... 300 

simple, punishment for XVII, 417, ... ... $96 

punishment for, if offender knew he was likely to cause 

loss to one whose interest he was bound to , 

protect, XVII. 418, < ... $00 

cheating and thereby inducing delivery of 
pioperty, XVII. 420, ... ... ' ib. 

what Courts have jurisdiction over charge of,., ib. 

CHEATING BY PERSONATION 


what constitutes the offence of, XVII. 41 S, ... , i4 $95 

punishment for, XVII, 419, #(i $09 

CHILD 

right of parent to custody of ... ... ...251*252 

under seven years of age cannot commit an offence, IV. 82, 54 

nor above 7 aud under 12, if not of sufficiently matured 

understanding, IV. 83 ... ... ... ib. 

Under 12, cannot “ consent,” IV. 90, ... ... 65.848 

consent of immaterial in cases of kidnapping... $B1 

under 12, act done for benefit of, with cousent of guair- , 

dian when no offence, IV. 89, ... ... $4 

right of pnrate defence against act of, IV. 98, ^ 

act done before birth of, to prevent its being bom alivei 

XVL 315, ... ... ... $80 

causing death of, in mother’s womb, XVL 816, ib. 

exposing and abandoning child under twelve yeai$ rfL 

XVI, 317 ... ... ... ... ib. 

7 ' concealment of birth of, XVI. 318, , t / „ 2 $ l 

9 r tB&oher ma y chastise^ , „,7 848 

Miscarriage: 4 V 

^ ^ 1 , ; , ' . 
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<CIVIL WAR 

effect of upon laws .. ... ... ... 41 

CLAIM 

leaking a fraudulent, to property to which one is not en- 
titled, XI, 207, ... 152 

false claim in a Court of Justice, XI. 209, ... ... 156 

CLERK 

who is a ... ... ... ... ...271.288 

possession of, is possession of master, II. 27 and Explan. 20.266 
thelt by, of master’s property, XVII. 381, ... ... 271 

criminal bieach of trust by, XVII. 408, ' ... ... 288 

COHABITATION , 

caused by a man deceitfully making woman believe she 

is married to him, XX. 493, ... 335 

See— Marriage. 

COIN 

what it is, XII. 230. ... ... ... 171 

Queen’s what it is, XII, 230 ... ... ... ib. 

cowries are not, ib.lllmtr. (a)*... ... ... 172 

unstamped copper is not, id- {If). ... ... ... ib. 

medals are not, %b, (c). ... ... ... ... ib. 

Company’s Rupees are, ib. (d). ... * ... ... ib. 

counterfeiting, XII. 231 and Explan. ... ... ib* 

may be by making a genuine coin look like & 

different coin, ib. ... ... lb. 

the Queen’s, XII. 232, ... 17$ 

■evidence of, ... ... t ib. 

making, <fco. or selling, See. any instrument for counter* 

feiting, XII. 233, ... ' ib. 

for counterfeiting Queen’s XIL 234, 174 

possessing instrument or material for counterfeiting, *XII. 

^ 23£, **. ... ... ib* 

if coins to be counterfeited are Queen’s, ib. ... ib. 
evidence of possession and guilty knowledge, 174.175.177 
abetting in India the counterfeiting out of India of 

Queen’s XII. 236,,.. ... ... 175 

importing or exporting counterfeit, XII, 237, .. *.* ib. 

if of Queen’s XII. 238,... ib. 
delivery to another of counterfeit of which possession was 
obtained with the knowledge of its being coun- 
terfeit, XIL 239, ... ... 176 

if of Queen’s XII. 240, ib 

delivery to another of counterfeit, not known to be coun- 
terfeit when it was first possessed, XII. 241... ib 
possessing counterfeit, knowing it to be so when first 
* possessed, XIL 242, ... ... ... 17’ 

if of Queen’s XII. 213, ... ib 
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COIN — continued . 

person employed in a Mint, causing coin to be of wrong 

weight, XII. 244, ... ... ... 178 

composition, ib . ... ... ... ib. 

taking coining instrument away from a Mint, XII. 245, ib, 
diminishing weight of, fraudulently, XII • 248,... ... ib. 

if of Queen’s XII. 247,... 170 
altering composition off, XII. 246, ... ... 17$ 

if of Queen’s XII. 247, 179 

altering appearance of, XII. 24$,... ... ... ib. 

if of Queen’s XII. 249, ib. 
* delivery to another of, possessed with knowledge that it 

is altered, XII. 25 D, ... ... ... ib. 

if Queen’s, XII, 251 ... ISO 

possession of altered, possessed with knowledge of altera* 

tion, XII. 252, ^ ib. 

diminished in weight, ... .«* ib. 

if Queen’s, XII. 253, ib. 

delivery of as genuine, which when first possessed was 

not known to be altered, &c. XII. 254, ... 181 

See — Government Stamp, 

COLLECTING ARMS 

to wage war, Vl t 122, ... # ... 100 

COLLECTOR 

may be a “ Judge” within the meaning of the Code, II. 

19 Illustr. (a). ... ... 17 

COMMISSIONED OFFICER 

every Naval or Military, in the Queen’s service is a “pub* 

lie servant,” II. 21, ... ... ... 18 

COMMITTING 

for trial or to -confinement, wilfully contrary to law, XI* 

220 105 

COMMUTATION OF SENTENCE 

in case of sentence of death, III. 54, ... 2$ 

in case of transportation for life, III. 55, ... lb. 

COMPANY 

whether incorporated or not, is included in the word 
“ Person,” II. 11,.. ... ... 

COMPOUNDING AN OFFENCE ’ ' 

taking gift for, XI. 213, ... w 1 00 

making gift to induce one to compound, XL 214, ib. 

when it may be done, XI- 214. Except, ... 1 ' jb, 

assault with intent to commit murder cannot be.^oom- 

** pounded, id. Illustr. [a) . % J 11 " ** 4 ' <M ]6l 

bigamy cannoty ib. 
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COMPOUNDING AN OFFENCE— continued. 

simple assault may be compounded, ib. (b) ... 161 

adultery with married woman 

may be zb. ( d ) ib, 

wrongful restraint may, house-trespass may not ib. 

COMPULSION 


acts done under, when no offence, IY. 94 and Explans.., 7.0 
CONCEALING 

material facts, when it amounts to abetment, V- 107>... 83.91 
design to commit offence punishable with death or trans- 
portation far life, if offence committed, V. 118, 93 

it offence not committed, zb. ... ... ... ib. 

design to commit offence punishable with- imprisonment, 

if offence committed, V. 12Q, ... ... 94 

if offence not committed, ib. ... ... ib. 

by a public servant, of an offence which it is his duty to 

prevent, V. 119, ... ... ... 93* 

design to wage War against the Queen, VI. 123, ... 100 

escaped prisoner of State or War, VI. 130, ... ... 102 

deserter, VII. 136, 137, ... ... 104 

evidence of commission of offence, XL 201, ... ... 149 

property to avoid seizure, Sic. XI. 206, ... ... 151 

offender to screen him fiom punishment, XL 212, ... 168 

no offence if offender is husband or wife 

of concealer, ib . Except,... ... 159* 

offence, accepting gratification for, XI. 213,... ' ... 16t>f 

giving gratification for, XI. 214, ... ... 41 ib. 

offender who has escaped from custody, or whose appre- 
hension has-been ordered, XI. 216, ... ... 164 

no offence, if offender is husband or wife 

of concealer, ib. Except., .. ... ib. 

the birtb of a* child, by disposing of dead body, See. XVI. 

318,... ... ... 231 

person who has been abducted or kidnapped, XVI. 368, 25*4 

CONFESSION 

causing hurt for purpose of extorting, XVI. 330, ... 28? 

grievous hurt XVI. 331, ... ... 238* 

CONFINEMENT 

of a person who has been kidnapped or abdudted, XVI- 

368, ... 254 

See— Scope. Wrongful confinement - 

CONNIVANCE 

what amounts to, ... ... 340- 

CONQUEST suspends the law ... .. ... 41 
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CONSENT 

when immaterial ... ... 65. 24S* 251. 342 

what amounts to, IV. 90, *#. ... 05 

caused by animal instinct insufficient ... ...65. 258 

cannot be given by child under 12 years of age, when, 

IV, 90, 65.248 

or a person of unsound mind, ib, ... ...65* 258 

or intoxicated, ib ... ... ... 65 

to suffer harm,. IV. 87- 88 ... ... ... 63.67 

by guardian to act done for benefit of child, &c. IV. 89, 64 

not required, when it cannot be obtained and act? is bene- 
ficial, IV. 9fl, ... ... ... ... 66 

when it will be presumed ... ... 69 

suffering death by coment y meaning of the term, XVX 300, 

Except 5, ... ... ... ... 

in case of adultery, amounting to connivance* ... 840 

CONSPIKACY 

for the doing of a thing, when, an abetment, V. 107, 108, 

and Explans. ... * •« ... 83* 85 

CONTEMPT 


sanction of Court required in case of prosecution for 123l 
mode of trying British subject for ... ... ... 122.125. 

of the lawful authority of public servants in preventing 
service or affixing of summons, See., X- 173, ... 122 


in absconding to avoid service of summons, &c,, X. 
172, 


121 


none, in avoidance of warrant .. ib. 


non-attendance in obedience to order, X. 174, ... 123 

proof of personal service necessary ... 124 

omitting to produce a document, X. 175, ib. 

case of privileged documents ... ... 125 

give notice or information to.pubhc servant, 

X. 176, ... ... ... ... 126. 

giving false information to public servant, X. 177, ... ib. 

if in order to make him use his power to the injury 
of another, X. 182, ... ... ... 

refusing to be sworn, X, 178, ... ... \%% 

answer question, X. 179,... ... ... lfcg, 


sign a statement, X. 180, ... . M 

making a false statement on oath, X. 181,... ... 

resisting the taking of property by lawful authority 
X- 183. 

obstructing sale of property by lawful authority, 
, n , 184 , ... •** ... ... 

illegal purchase or bid for property offered for sale 
by lawful authority of public servant, X. 185* 

. obstructing public servant. in discharge of duty, ’ * .. 
- |V X. 186, ... ^ 


*»* 



iffosst 


47ft 

^Page. 


Conte mpT ~ Cmiumed. 

omitting to assist public servant, X. 18?. ... , 135 

duty of private pei sons to assist ... ib. 

disobeying order duly promulgated, X. 188, ... 183 

the disobedience must produce or be likely 

to produce haim, ib. Explan, ... ib. 

in case of nuisances ... ... 18 £ 

threat of injury to public servant, X. 189, ... ... 187 

* to restrain a person from applying for pro- 
tection to a public servant, X, 190, ... 138 

insulting or intenupting public servant during a judi- 
cial proceeding, XL 228, ... ... 170 

See — Public Seivmit. 

CONTRACT 

when a voluntary is binding ... ... ... 530 

wheu required to be in writing in order to sustain indict- 
ment, ... ... ... 335 

verbal acceptance of written offer ... ... , A . 334 

what the writing must contain, ... ... 333 

See — St? vice. 

CONTRADICTORY 

depositions, how punishable ... 0 .. 38.11' 

CONVENIENCE 

public XIV. ... ... 185-210 

See — Nuisance, 

CONVERSION 

fraudulent, XVII. 403, 404, 405, ... ...280-28$ 

See — Breach of Trust. Misappropriation . 

CONVEYANCE fraudulent as defeating creditors. . . IS 1-165 
as preventing distribution of property 
among creditors .. ... 301-303 

CONVICTION 

plea of former ... ... 378 383 

by Court which had no jurisdiction ... ... 379 

previous, its effect in increasing punishment, III. 75, ... 30 

mode of charging, in indictment ... 400 

how proved.,, ... 385 

CO-OPERATION by distinct acts, II. 37, ... 24 

CORPSE 

offering indignity to human corpse, XV. 297, 209 

CORPUS DELICTI 

evidence of in case of homicide ... 221 

O0CNSBL* privilege of, in case of defamation ... 354 

00 
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COUNTERFEIT 

meaning of the word, II 28, ... ... 21 

in order to constitute a, the imitation need not he exact, ib . 

Explan., ... ... ... 21.172 

See — Coin. Forgery. Government Stamp* 

COURT OF JUSTICE 

meaning of the term, IL 20, ... IS 

Punchayet may be a, ib. ib. Illustr* ... ... ib* 

what officers of a, are <f public servants/* II. 21 , ... ib. 

acts done under order of are not offences, IV, 78, ... 40 

absconding to avoid summons, &c., to attend a, X, 172> 121 

preventing service. Sue., of summons, &c., to attend a, 

X. 173, ... ... ... 122 

neglecting to attend when ordered, X. 174, ... 123 

not producing document in a, when ordered X. 175, 124 

neglect to aid public servant in executing process of a, 

X. 187, ... ... ... 132 

interrupting proceedings of, XL 228, ... 170 

forging a record or proceeding of a, XVIII. 460, 321 

See — Contempt . Defamation. 

COVENANTED SERVANT 

is a “ public servant/’ II. 21, ... IS 

COW 

tilling, poisoning, maiming or rendering useless, XVII, 429, 305 

See — Mischief. 

CRIMINAL BREACH OF CONTRACT OF SERVIC, ... 329-335 
See — Service. 

CRIMINAL BREACH OF TRUST 283-289 

See — Breach of Trust . Trust , 

CRIMINAL FORCE 

definition of the term, XVI. 350, ... 245 

threat of, amounts to an assault, when, XVI. 351, 246 

punishment^for using, XVI. 352, ... 247 

when used towards public servant, &c., ' 

XVI. 353, J 848 

when used to a woman with intent, Sec,, XVI, 

Sd4, iii ... ... . (l ib# 

when used to any person with intent to dis- 
honor, XVI. 365, ... _ 249 

when used in attempt to steal property 
carried by the person against whom ft is 

used, XVI. 356, ib. 

when used in attempt wrongfully to confine a 

persgn, XVI. 357, , ... ib. 

using on provocation, XVI. 358, .... r ... ib. 

possession or enforcing a right, VXH. 141, 10 s 
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CRIMINAL INTIMIDATION 

... 

... 

...357-86,1 

See— Intimidation. 





CRIMINAL LAW Amendment Act XVIII of 1862. 

... 418 

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE 



s. 22 
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... 367 

as. 26 27 
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a. 49 
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30 
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a. 64 
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a. 56 
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as. 68.59. 


4 4 • 


...270.368 
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a. 61 
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... 81 

a. 100 
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... 78.183 
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... 106 

a. 112 
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... 169 

a. 113 
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a. 138 
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... 216 

a. 163 
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... 126 

a. 166 
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a. 166 
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... 102 
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... 115 

a. 168 
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... 122 

a. 169 
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... 145 

a. 170 
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... 

...145.317 

as. 171-175* 


•*# 

... 

... 146 

a. 177 

44* 
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... 342 

a. 178 
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... 344 

a. 234 

414* 
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...367-368 

aa. 235-237 
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... 369 

a* 238 
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CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE — eontinued: 

as. 240-242 ... ... ... ... 371 

. b. 244 ... ... ... .. 367 

s. 269 380 

s. 271 ... . ... ... ... 1631 

sb. 280.38 L ... ... ... ... 118.249 

s. 282 250 

bb. 288.289 ... ... . . ... ib- 

a. 290 114.250 

bb. 291.292 250 

sb.296.297 301... ... . ... 280 

s. 80S 134 

s. 361 ... 380 

s. 363 378 

s. 366 . ... ... ... 127 

*8. 388-397 ... 60 

ss. 404.405 ... ... ... ... 380 

s. 423 . ... ... ... 283.368 

es.424 426 ... ... ... ... 368 

s. 433 ... ... ... ... 68 * 

ORIMINAL PROCEDURE of High Courts,. Amendment Act 487 

CRIMINAL TRESPASS. 

definition of the offence, XVII. 441.' ... ... 308 

entry made under authority revoked ... ... 309 

intention to commit au offence necessary . . ... ib. 

evidence of ... ... ... ... ib. 

what amounts to possession ... ... ... ib. 

when, bond fide claim of title, an answer ... ... 310, 

does, not embrace cases of personal propeity ... ... ib. 

how punishable, XVII. 447, ... ... ... 313, 

V house-trespass,”— what constitutes, XVII. 442, and 
Except., ... ... ... ... ... 310, 

how punishable, if simple, XVII. 448, ... 3 IS 

if in order to commit an offence pun* 
ishable with death, XVII. 449, ... ib. 

if in order to commit an offence punish- 
able with transportation for life, XV li. 

450,... ... ... ... • ib. 

if to commit an offence punishable with 

impiisonment, XVII. 453, ... ib. 


if with preparation for causing hurt, 

&c., or restraint, &c. XVII. 452, ... 314 

‘/lurking house-trespass,” what constitutes, XVII. 443, ‘ 311 
, ‘.‘house-breaking,” what constitutes, XVII. 446, and £*• ■ 

Tg ,,Rl8U. "* ... ... ,1 .H ib. 

lurking house-trespass,” or “ house-breaking,?! 'haw 
. f^kabl? if simple, XVII. 455, ( ... 
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CRIMINAL TKESPASS*~cotttfW. 

if in order to commit another offence, punish- 
able with imprisonment, fee., XVII. 454, ... 314 

if with preparation to cause hurt, &c. or le- 

strain t, &c. XVI L 455, ... ... ib. 

if grievous hurt, is caused, &c. while committing, 

XVII. 459, ... 315> 

< £ lurking house-trespass by night” what constitutes, 

XVII. 444, ... ^ ... 311 

“ house-breaking by night” what constitutes, XVII. 

446, ... ... ... ... ... 313 

“ lurking house-trespass by night” and “ house-breaking 
by night” how punishable, if simple, XVII, 45 B, ... 315 

if in order to commit an offence punishable 

with imprisonment, XVII. 457, ... ib* 

if with preparations to cause hurt or 

restraint, &c. XVII. 458, ... ... ib. 

grievous hurt or death caused by one of several persons 

while committing, XVJI. 460, ... ... ... 316, 

breaking open closed receptacle containing, &c. property, 

XVII. 461...' ib. 

if receptacle was entrusted to custody of 

offender, XVII. 46*2, ... ... lb* 

See— Private Defence. 

CULPABLE HOMICIDE. 

what is; XVI. 299, and Explans. ... ... 211-2JQ 

when death caused by negligence is... ...192 212.218.240 

by illegal omission ... ...200.202*2 12.218 

what is an ... ... ... ... 213 

by voluntary act of deceased ... ... 214, 

killing in doing unlawful act is not necessarily ... 215 

when it is murder, XVI. 300, and Excepts, and Provos. 

and Explans, ... ... ... 216-223 

when not murder, ... ... ... 219-223 

when committed under provocation , XVI. 300, 

Except. I and Provos. and Explans ... 219*222 

when committed in exceeding the right of private 

defence , XVI. 300, Except. 2, ... ... 222 

by public servant exceeding his powers 
but in good faith, XVL 300, Ex- 
cept. 3* ... ... ... 223 * 

in sudden fight and passion, XVI. 300, 

Except. 4, and Explan. ... ib* 

when person above 38 years of age voluntarily suffers. 

death, XVI. 300, Except. 5, ... ... ... 223 

When the death caused is that of another than the person 
w.bose death was intended, XVL 301, ... ... 2*4* 
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CULPABLE HOMICIDE.— continued. 

punishment for, when it amounts to murder^XVL 802,*,. 225 

and is committed by a life-convict. 

XYI. 803, ... ... il>, 

when it does not amount to murder , XVI. 304, «* il>. 

attempt to commit, XVI 307*308 ... 226.228 

death must have been possible... ... 227 

when hui t is caused to any one,... ... 226; 

time within which death must ensue, ... ... 224 

proof of corpus delicti , ... ... ... ib. 

CUMULATIVE PUNISHMENT 

on conviction of different offences ... ... ... 36 

not where single offence is made up of different parts 

III- 71, 35 

nor where offences are parts of same continuous trans- 
action .. ... 36 

limitation of Magistrate^ power of inflicting ... ... ib. 

CUSTODY 

of property, what is a place for the ... ... 270* 

See — Apprehension . Escape. Harbouring, 

CUTTING- 


causing hurt by, XVI. 324;, 

grievous hurt by, XVI. 326, 

PACOITY 

what constitutes the offence of, XVIL 391, ... 

, punishment for simple, XVII. 395,... 

if accompauied by murder, XVII. 396, 
if grievous hurt is caused, or if death or 
' grievous hurt is attempted to be 

caused, XVII, 397, 

if offender armed with deadly weapon, 
' f XVIL 398 

making preparation for, how punishable, XVIL 399, ... 

belonging to a gang of dacoits, how punishable, XVII. 

9 **■ _ **♦ .#* ... 

- wandering thieves how punishable, 
... , XVII. 401,... 

assembling for purpose oft committing, XVIL 402: ... 
See— Robbery. Theft. 


DEAF AND DUMB, who are destitute of reason... 

■v ,v wbp, have reason, but cannot understand the pn 
against them. r . 

. TOMB, charge of rape upon ^ ^ 


236s 

ib. 


278 

27,9 

ib. 


ib» 

ib. 

285 

ib. 

ib. 

ib. 


59 < 


ib. 

268 , 
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DEATH 

what the word denotes, IT. 46, ... ... ... 2d 

procedure in nase of unnatural or sudden, ... ». 216 

See — Offence . Private Defence . 

DECEASED 

misappropriating moveable property belonging to estate 

of, XVII. 404, 283 

See — Misappropriation* 


DECENCY 

public, XIV, 185-208 

See — Nuisance . Obscenity . 


DECLABATtON 

before a public servant, when an te oath,” II. 51, ... 27 

making a false, which is receivable in evidence, Xt. 199, 148 

using a false, knowing it to be false, XL 200, ... ib„ 

Bee— False Evidence . 


DECEEE 

suffering a decree for a sum not due^ XI. 208, ... 162 

obtaining a decree for a sum not due, XI. 21 0, ... 156 

DEED 

fraudulent, XI. 205, XVII. 421. 423, ... 151,301.302 

signing or becoming party to a, with false statement of 

consideration, XVII. 423, ... **• $02 f 

or with false statement as to persons for 
, ' whose benefit it is to operate, ib, .** , ib* 

See — Fraudulent Dispositions of Property , 


DEFAMATION 

what constitutes the offence, XXI. 409, and Explans. 344-367 

« . Q A A. 


of deceased person 
of a collection of persons 
in form of alternative or irony, 
what amounts to an imputation ... 
evidence of malicious intention 
must be a publication ... . ... 

what amounts to a publication 
nothing amounts to, if true and if it is for the public good 
that it should be published, XXI, 499, Except. 1, 
if said, &c. bond fide of public conduct of public 
servant, XXI. ib . Except 2, •f. *** 

proof of good, faith ••• ** 

any person touching a public 
question, XXI. ib- Except. 8, 
if it is a true report of proceedings of Court of 
Justice, XXI. ib. Except. 4, 

preliminary proceedings are such .. 


344 

345 
347 

ib. 


ib. 

ib.< 

349 

ib. 

ib* 

350 

* 

ib. 

851 
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DEFAMATION. — continued . 




if said, &c. bond fide respecting the merits of any 
case decided by a Court of Justice, XXL *A 
Except. 5, ... ... ... 351 

or regarding the merits of public per- 
formance, XXI, Except, 6,... ... 358 

criticism in the public press ... ib. 

if it he a censure passed bond fide by one having 
lawful authority, XXI ib. Except. 7, ... 853 

if it be an accusation preferred bond fide to a duly 

authorised person, XXI. ib. Except, 8, 354 

if said by a person in giving directions for the 
management oT his concerns^ or for the public 
good, XXI ib Except. 9, ... ... ib. 

privilege of oouusel, attorney, witnesses,.* 355 

if it is a caution bond fide given for benefit of the 
person to whom it is conveyed, or for the public * 

good, XXI. ib. Except 10 ib* 

abuse of privilege is evidence of malice ... ^57 

punishment for simple, XXL 501,... I#l ib*. 

printing or engraving matter known to 
be defamatory, XXL 502, ... ib* 

selling printed or engraved substance 

having defamatory matter, XXL 
503 ib. 

Defence iv, 96-106 ; k _ 72-82 

See — Private Defence. 

DELIVERY UP 

of criminals, under Act VII of 1854 ... #M 4 

under extradition treaties ... ... Ml # 

DEMURRER 


meaning of ... t#1 

what objections mUsfc be taken by ... 

effect of, ... t(( 

DEPREDATION 


*•§ 




... 873 

.i. ib. 

••• ib, 


committing, oh territories in alliance or at peace with the 

Queen, YI. 126, „ loi 

Desertion 


abet tin?, of soldier or sailor, VII. 136, ... , 103 

hatbouring deserter, VII. 136, ... ” j 0<k 

concealing deserter tm board merchant rssseCviI. 187. ib 
DESTRUCTION . 
t ' of document, XL 204, ... < 

KEPENTION 

II. 23, ... 


... , ... 150 

•*. ... SO 
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DEVICE 


Page, 


See — Forgery. Mark- 
DISAPPEARANCE 

of evidence, causing, XI. 201. 

offence must be committed by another 

DISFIGURATION 

permanent, of neck or face, is grievous hurt, XVI. 320... 232 

DISHONESTLY 

definition of the word, II. 24, ... ... ... 20 

in case of theft, robbery, Sec. ... ...263 274.277.286 

DISHONOR 

assault, or using criminal force, with intent to, XVI. 355, 249 

or to outrage modesty of a woman, XVI- 354, 248 

DISLOCATION 

, of bone is grievous hurt, XIV. 320, ... ... 232 

See — Burt. 

DISOBEDIENCE. 

See — Public Servant. 

DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY 151—165 

See — Fraudulent Dispositions. ... ... 301—303 

DOCUMENT 

what the word denotes, II. 29, Explan. 1, ... 
pubho servant framing in correct, punishment of, IX. 167, 
not producing or delivering up, punishment for, X. 175, 
necessary to show legal obligation to produce ... 

case of privileged documents 
state proceedings ... .. ... 

destruction of, to prevent production in Court, &c . Xr 

204 

fabricating as false evidence, XT, 192, 
issuing or signing a false certificate, XI 197, 
using as true, a certificate false in mateiial point, XI. 1D8 
“false document" what constitutes the making of a* 

XVIII. 464, ... b 

alteration made in a, when its amounts to forgery, i b. ... 

“ forged document,” what constitutes a, XVIII. 470, ... 
sanction of Court necessary in prosecution for offences 
relating to ... 

See — Cheating. Forgery. 

DRAINAGE 

obstructing, by mischief, XVII. 432, 

See— Mischief. 


21 ' 

118 

124 

125 
ib. 
ib. 

1B0 

189 

148 

ib. 

318 

ib. 

322 

317 


3 Ofi 


149 

ib. 


61 
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DRIVING 

raslfor negligent, showing want of regard for human life, 
fee., XIV. 279, ... ... ... ... 191 

when -death caused by, would be murder. ... 218 

DRUGS 

adulteration of, XIV. 274, ... ... ... 189 

sale of adulterated, XIV. 27B, ... ... ... 190 

selling one drug for another, knowingly, XIV, 276, ... 191 

administering unwholesome, XVI. 328, ... 236 

DRUNKENNESS 

‘when it makes an act or omission no offence, IV, 85, ... 61 

knowledge or intent of man in state of, IV. 86, ... ib. 

Seer— Annoyance. Intoxication . 

DUEL, death caused by is no longer murder ... s 223 

DUMB — See Deaf and Dumb. 

DWELLING, what is a human 270 

DUTY 

See — Public Servant. 

EAR 4 

Privation of the hearing of an, is grievous hurt , XVI. 320, 231 

ELEPHANT 

killing, poisoning, maiming, or rendering useless an, 

XVTI. 429 .. ... ... ... 305 

See — Mischief 1 

EMASCULATION 

is grievous hurt , XVI. 320 ... ... 231 

an offence, though consented to ti< ... ... $9 

ENTICING minors, XVI. 361, ... ... ... 250 

their consent is immaterial ... ... ... 251 

married woman, XX 498... ... ... 342*254 

what amounts to enticing ... ... 343*254 

' wife need not he residing with husband ... ... 3*3 

ERASURE 


of mark on a Government stamp, showing it to have been 
used before, XII. 253, ... ... 

See — Government Stamp. 

ESCAPE 

\ acts done in effecting, when not offences ... 

'■public servant allowing, of prisoner of State or War* VI* 
t 1*28, 129, ... ... ... ... - , « 

fact of* if primd facie evidence of pegligenoe M # . * , 
aiding ^Prisoner of State or War* JL J&q# Jtyfc*, 
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ESCAPE — continued. 


Page. 


if he has escaped from custody, Dr his apprehension has 
been ordered, XI. 216, 

public servant intentionally suffering, of person accused, 
XL 221, ... .. ... ... ... 

public servant intentionally suffering, of person under sen- 
tence, XI, 222 
negligently suffering, of person charged * or 
convicted, XI. 223... 

making, or attempting to make, from lawful custody, XL 
224. ... ... ... ... ... 


164 

166 

166 

ib* 

168> 


punishment to be in addition to that of 


original offence, ih « Explan. ... ib. 

mode of recapture in case of ... ... ...JJ1.169 

amount of violence lawful in* resisting an, ... ... 82 

place of trial for... ... ... ... ... 169- 

mode of sentencing in case of ... ... ib„ 

See — Rescue . Return from Transportation . 


EUROPEAN 


is to be sentenced to penal servitude, instead of to trans- 
portation, III. 56, ... ... ... ... $8 

See — British Subject . 

EVIDENCE 

See — False Evidence. * , 

of mental capacity in case of child' ... ... ... 55 , 

adult ... ... ... 56 

physical capacity for rape ... ... ^ ib. 

physicians in case of lunacy ... ... ... 59* 

intention or knowledge, when necessary*, ...58.61.211.348.358 
in case of drunken man ... ... ... 61 

when unnecessary ... ... ... 212.348. 

* consent when necessary ... ... ... ... 69* 

illegal omission, rendering a lawful act unlawful ... ib. 
to justify killing in self-defence ... ... ... 79- 

wbere servant is charged with abetting his master ... 9^ 

false, for purpose of causing death- of an innocent man... 92il46 
in case of treason or waging war ... ... ... 96 

motives must be established.. , ... ... 98 

acts of each evidence against all ... ... ib. 

two witnesses required by English law... ... 99 

sembU not in India... ... ... ... ib. 

of* wife admissible against husband in Mbfuesil Courts ...99.127 
son against father can be compelled... ... ... 127 

accomplice need not be corroborated in the MofusaU ... 99 

contrary rule of practice in High Courts.., ... ib. 

fact of escape is primd facie evidence of negligence ... 192 

but not of aiding or permitting escape. ... ... ib. 
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EVIDENCES — continued* 

refusal to give, X. 179, ^ ... ... 

summary committal for ... ... ... 125 

of an offence, causing it to disappear, XL 201 , ... 149 

destroying document, to prevent its being used as, XL 

204 ... 1 50 

of negligence ... ... ... ... 192.104.202 

of pwjory 140 

where there are two conflicting depositions, ...38.141 

of subornation of perjury, ... ... ... 147 

o fra Po, ... ... ... .. ... 257 

of fraud, in dealing with property ... ... 153.301 

in cases of false charge, ... ... ... ... 157 

of counterfeiting com ... ... ... ... ] 73 

of guilty knowledge in regard to coin, ... ...*175.177 

in case of adulteration, ... ... 189. 

receiving stolen property, ... ...290-293 

of possession 174.269.271.809 

of unlawful intention when necessary, 53.61. 69.91. 119.160.211. 

. 318.364 

_ when unnecessary, ... 63.61.92.157.213.348 

of intention to wound religious feelings 
of corpus delicti in case of homicide, 
of theft from possession of stolen property. ... 
of breach of trust, ... " 

of theft on charge of receiving 
of receipt on same charge 
of former acts of cheating inadmissible 
of intention to make a fraudulent use of a forged doeu 
meat, 

of fraudulent intention in case of trade-marks 
of marriage 

on charge of bigamy ... 

of malice in cases of defamation ... ,"..348.349*353 356 

of criminal intention in case of attempted crime ... 364 

of exceptions, when and by whom to be given Sf 0 

variance between it and indictment, ’* a# a 

S ee — False, False Fmden ce . 9 9 * * ^ 

EXCEPTIONS 
General, IV. ... 

chapter on, only applies to offences* under Penal Code 
when they must be negativeJ in the indictment, 
evidence in support of, when aud by whom to be given 

EXECUTIVE GOVERNMENT 

denoted by the word “ Government” II. 1 7, „ • 

EXPLOSIVE SUBSTANCE . , J '** 

■ negligence with respect to, XIV, 2 $€, , ; ■ «* 

1 „ <* . t -tL. U* . “l t ’ 


809' 

324 

269 

285 

290 

lb. 

300 

323 

326 

336 

338 


48-82 
36 
369 
, 370 


1 ? 


208. 
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EXPLOSIVE SUBSTANCE— continued,. 

causing hurt by use of, XVI. 324,... ... ... 235 

grievous hurt , by use of, XVI. 326, ... ... ib. 

using, to causing mischief, XVII* 436, ... ... 307 

to injure a decked vessel of more thau 20 tons, 

XVII. 437, 438, ib. 

EXPOSING 

and abandoning a child under five years of age, XVI. 317, 230 

EXTORTION 

definition of the term, XVII, 383.,, ... ... 272 

involves fraudulent motive ... ... ... 274 

causing hurt for purposes of, XVI, 327, ... ... 236 

grievous hurt for the purpose of, XVI. 320, ... 237 

punishment fo* simple, XVII. 384, ... ... 273 

attempt to commit by putting a person in 
fear of injury, XVII. 385 — ... 274 

committing by putting person in fear of death 

or grievous hurt , XVII. 386, ... ... ib. 

attempt to commit by putting in fear of death 
or grievous hurt, XVII. 387,... ... ib. 

committing by putting in fear of accusation of 

offence, XVII. 388,... ... ... 275 

attempt to commit by putting in fear of accu- 
sation of offence, XVII. 389 ... .. ib. 

when it amounts to robbery , XVII. 390 ... ... 276 

See — Robbery , 

EXTRADITION TREATIES 5.6 

EYE 

destroying an, is grievous hurt , XVI. 32 0 ... 231 

FAITH 

See — Good Faith , 

FALSE 

entry, in book, <fec., XL 192, ... ... ... 1$9 

information, furnishing to a public servant, X. 177 ... 125 

intending to cause him to use his power to 

injury of another, X. 182, ... ^ 129 

respecting an offence which has been com- 
mitted, XL 203, ... ... ' ... 150 

statement on oath to public servant, X. 181,... ... 12& 

in any declaration receivable in evidence, XI. 

199, ... ... 148 

using such declaration as true, XL 2O0,... ib. 
certificate, giving, XI- 197, ... ... ... ib. 

in material point, using as true, XI. 198, ... ib. 

<Mocum*ut,” XVIII, 464, w „ ... 318 



INDEX, 


m 

Page 

FALSE — continued - 

claim in a Court of Justice, XI. 209,. 156 

charge, XI- 211* ' ... »•* ib. 

need not be before Magistrate ... ... 157 

evidence in support of - ^ •». ib* 

gee — False Evidence . Forgery. Measures and Weights 
Trade-mark. 

FALSE EVIDENCE 

who is said to give, XL 19d , and Explans. .*,138-143 

may be done either verbally or in writing, %b> ... ib. 
does not include voluntary statements ... ... 140 

oath no longer necessary... ... ... ... 141 

unless in case of Christian witness M» ... ib. 

materiality of statement when important ••• ... 142 

what amounts to a statement ... »“ •«* 143 

who is said to fabricate, XI. 192, ... ... ...139,142 

punishment for giving or fabricating in judicial proceed- 
ing, XI. 193, ... ... **' 144 

what is a judicial proceeding ... ... ib* 

in any other case, ib ♦ ... ... ... ... ib* 

charges for giving, not to be entertained without sanction 

of Court ... ... ... ... ... 145, 

mode of proceeding on sanction ..* ib, 

intending to procure conviction of capital of- 
fence, XL 194, ... ... ... 146 

if innocent party thereby executed, tb. ib, 

intending to procure conviction of offence pun- 
ishable with transportation or imprisonment, 

XI. 195, 147 

punishment for using evidence known to be false, XI. 196, ib* 
evidence of guilty knowledge ... ... ib. 

falsity must be known by witness ... ... 148 

for signing a false certificate, XL 197, ... ib. 

for using as true a certificate, false in material 

point, XI. 198, ... ... ... ij). 

making false statement in declaration, which is 

by law receivable in evidence, XL 199, m * p ib* 

using such declaration as true* XI. 260, ... ib, 

FALSE PERSONATION— See Personating*. . 

FALSE TRANSLATION ... .... ... 118,139,165. 

FEELINGS 

wounding religious, &c., XV. 295-298, * ,,*$08*210* 

evidence of deliberate intention to wound ... ... 209# 

,f*GHTING 

"V .when it constitutes an “affray,” VIII. 1 ll<fc 

-7 .. punishment for, VIIL 109^ y*y. „ , f ib* 
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Page* 


FIGHTIN G — Continued. 

culpable homicide committed in sudden fight, $here it 
does not amount to murder, XVL 800, 

Except, 4, Explan...* ... ... 228. 

FINDER 

of lost property when punishable as misappropriating it, 

XVII. 403, Explan. 2, 281 

FINE 

amount of, when unlimited, III. 63. ... ... 32 

may be awarded as compensation ... ... ib. 

no means of obtaining refund of, when so awarded. ... ib. 

imprisonment in default of payment of, III. 64 ... 33 

only applies to convictions under Code ... ib. 

limit to term of, where offence itself punish- 
able with imprisonment, 111. 65, ... ib. 

power of Magistrate limited ... ib. 

may be of what kind, III. 66, ... ib. 

limit in tei m of, if offence is punishable with 

fine only, III. 67, ... ... 34 

terminates on payment of fine or of propor- 
tional part, III. 68, 69 ... ... ib. 

within what time may be levied, III. 70, ... ... ib. 

only in cases under Penal Code,... ... ... 35 

may be levied from estate of deceased offender, ib< ... ib. 

how enforced ... ... ... ... ib. 

See — Punishment. 

FIRE 

negligence, &c., as to, XIV. 285, ... ... ... 203 

any combustible matter, ib . ib. 
using, to cause mischief, XVIL 435, 43 5, ... ... 307 

to injure a decked vessel of more than 20 tons, 

XVIL 438 ib. 

See — Explosive Substance . Mischief. 

FOOD 

adulteration of, XIV. 272 ... ... ... 188 

selling, &c.> adulterated, XIV. 273, ... ... ib. 

noxious and unfit, i b. ... ... ...ib. 

FORCE 

acts done under compulsion when no offence, IV. §4, and 
Explans. ... ... ... ... 70 

who is said to use, XVI. 349, ... * M 244 

See — Criminal Force . Unlawful Assembly . 

FORCED LABOR 

exacting, XVL 374, 256 

FOREIGNER, jurisdiction over ... M . 3-8.10 

* 
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FOREIGN, CONQUEST 

effect of, upon laws, **• ... ... 4L 

FOREIGN GOVERNMENT 

how far its orders justify, ... ... 48 

FORFEITURE * 

sentence of, renders offender incapable of acquiring pro- 
perty, HI* 61 ... ... ... 30 

does not corrupt blood ... ... ... ... 31 

adjudged by court in certain cases, III. 62, ... .. S3 

of property, for waging war against Government, VI* 

121 , 12 * 2 , ... ... ^ ... ... .m 96.100 

used in, or acquired by, committing de- 
predation on a power in alliance with Go- 
vernment, &c. VI. 126, 127, ... 101 

fraudulently removing, See., property to avoid, XI. 206,..* 15 L 

receiving or claiming property to avoid, 

XI. 207, ... ... ... 152 

what amounts to fraud ... 153-155 

public servant disobeying the law, to screen property 
from, XL 217, ... ... . . . 164 

framing incorrect record, &c. to do so, 

XI. 218 ... 165 

FORGED DOCUMENT 

what constitutes a, XVIII. 464 ... ... ... 318 

FORGERY 

definition of the offence, XVIII. 463-464, ... 317-321 

charge requires sanction of Court ... ... ... 317 

intention to defraud necessary ... jb. 

but not to defraud any one person ... ... ib. 

joint interest in funds no answer ... ... ... 818 

by several is an offence by each ... ... ... ib, 

complete, without uttering of document ... ... ib, 

by adding name of a witness ... ... ... 143 

- by alteration of genuine document ... ... ... $18 

by obtaining signature of person who does not understand 

what lie is doing ... ... ... ... 319 

by signing one’s own name ... ... 320 

by making docummentrin name of fictitious person ... ib. 

punishment for, if simple, XVIII.* 465, ... , M 3JX 

of a record, &c., of a Court of Justice. XVIII. 

4GS, ... ffe. 

of register of birth, baptism, marriage* or 

burial, XVIII. ib> ^ - !b* 

of a will or valuable security, XVIII. 467, ... Jb, 

of authority to receive money or transfer, &c., tJ. ^ ib. 

• * or toe purpose of cheating, XVIII, 468, ' 323 

burning any one's repack*, 

XVIIM69, M , in,,. . • ; w ik 
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FORGERY— continued. 

using forged document, XVIIL 471, ... ... 322 

making or possessing a counterfeit plate or seal with 
intent, &c., XVIII. 472-473, ... .. ... ib. 

having possession of a forged document, XVIII. 474, ... S23 

fraudulent intention necessary ... ... ... ib. 

evidence of fraud... ... ... Ml l b. 

counterfeiting a device or mark for authenticating docu- 
ments, XVIII. 475, 476, ... ... ... 324 

having possession of material with such mark, ib, ... ib. 

destroying, fce., or cancelling &c., a will, XVIIL 477, ... ib. 

a valuable security, ib , ib, 

authority to adopt, ib, ib- 

FORMS J * 

See — Indictment . 

FRACTURE 

of bone, &c*, is grievous hurt , XVI, 320, ... ... 232 

See — Hurt. 


FRAUD 

what amount of, vitiates a tiansfer of property, 153.301 155 
me*e preference does not amount to, ... . . 154 

unless iu case of insolvency ... 301 

FRAUDULENT 

transfer, &c. of property to prevent seizure, XL 205, ... 151 

claim to property to prevent seizure, XI. 207, ... 152 

suffering a decree for a sum not due, XI. 208, ... *b. 

claim in a Court of Justice, XL 209, ... 15(5 

taking a decree for a sum not due, XI. 210, ... 


See— forfeiture. Fraudulent Disposition of Property, 
FRAUDULENT DEEDS 
See — F randulent Dispositions of Property, 

FRAUDULENT DISPOSITIONS OF PROPERTY. 

/ what transactions amount to, XL 206-208 ... 151-155 

removal or concealment, &c., of property to defraud cre- 
ditors, XVII. 421, .. ... .. 30^ 

preventing a debt due to offender from being made avail- 
able to creditors, XVII, 422, ... .. ib. 

executing a deed with false statement of consideration, 

XVII. 423, ... ... . . ... 302 

or with false statement as to person for whose 
benefit it is to operate, ib * ... ... lb. 

must be fraudulent as well as false ... ... 303 

fraudulent concealment or removal of property generally, 

XVII. 424, ... ... ... ... Ib* 

assisting therein, ib, ... M , ... ib. 

release of any claim or demand, ib, ... * ... ih. 

making fraudulent claim to property to which one is not 
'mi itted, XL 207, 208, .1 ... ... 152 

02 
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FRAUDULENT PREFERENCE 

by insolvent ... ... ... ... «... 301 

FRAU DULENTLY 

'meaning of the word, 11.25, ... ... 20 

FUNERAL 

ceremonies* disturbing assembly for performance of, XV* 

20 7 , m 

GAIN* 

See — Wrongful Gain, 

GENERAL EXCEPTIONS IV. 76-106 40-80 

do not in terms apply to special and local laws ... 25 

need not be negatived in<char.ge.,. ... ... 869 

must be established by accused ... ... f .. ib. 

GESTURE 

making a, to wound religious feelings of another, XV. 208. 209 
when it may amount to an assault, XVI. 351, ... $4# 

or to defamation .... • 344,847 

GOOD FAITH 

* definition of, II 52, ... ... gy 

nothing is in, which is done or believed without due care 

and attention, iA .. ... ... ib. 

want of, tales away privilege in case of defamation 855 

' GOVERNMENT 

what the word denotes, II. 17, ... ... ... 3 7 

See — Queen 9 # Government of India. Executive Government * 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

what the words denote, II. 16, ... ... ib, 

GOVERNMENT STAMP 


counterfeiting a, XII. 255, and Explan , 
possessing instiument or material used for counter feitimr 
a, XII, 356, ... 

making, or selling, &c. instrument for counterfeiting a, 

•* ... .. 

selling, &c. a counterfeit, XII. 258, 

.possessing a counterfeit, XII. 259,... ... 

using as genuine, one known to be counterfeit,* XII. 260. 
wheiea, has been used, effacing writing with intent to 

cause Joss to Government, XII. 261, ... 

removing a, from a writing, &c. with intent, &c. t kZ, 
using one known to have been used before, yith' ' 

^&c.,XH. 262 , ... 

4j®jg* B ,°f l mark upon, doiiotina fiat' ft '&8r > b«ft.'<tMd 

fmm Wew > ** *tmtsmid£Z 



INDEX. 


m 


' Page. 

GOVERNOR GENERAL 

exempt from jurisdiction of High Courts. ... ... 44 

assault on, with intent to compel or restraiu exercise of 

any lawful power, VI. 124, ... ... ... 100 

attempt to ovei awe or restrain by unlawful assembly, ib* ib. 

forbidden to trade ... ... ... 120 

GOVERNOR OF A PRESIDENCY 

exempt from juiisdiction except- for treason or felony ... 45 

assault on, with intent to compel or restiain exercise of 

lawful power, VI. 124, ... ... ... 100 

attempt to overawe by unlawful assembly, *fcc., iL ... ib. 

forbidden to tiade ... ... ... 120 

GRAND JURY, abolition of, Act XIII of 1865, 437 

GRATIFICATION 

meaning of the word, IX. 161, Explan., ... ... 314 

public servant taking a, improperly, IX. 161, and Explan. ib. 
accepting, &c. for corruptly influencing a public servant, 

IX. 162, 115 


for using personal influence with public servant, IX. 103, ib. 
, abetment by public servant of the 

taking or giving of a, IX. 16 i, 117 
public servant taking, &c., a thing without adequate consi- 


deration for it, IX, 165, ... ib. 

sanction necessary for prosecutions, ... ... 115 

accepting* &c. to screen offender, or abandon prosecution, 
t IX. 213, ... ... **• 160 

giving, <fee. in consideration of screening offender, &c,, XI. 

214, ... ... ... ib. 

taking to keep in recovery of property, XI, 215- ... 161 

GRIEVOUS HURT 231-241 


kidnapping a person » in order to do him, XVI. 367, 254 

See — Hurt. 

HABITUALLY RECEIVING stolen property, XVII. 413 ... 292 

HARBOURING 

prisoner of State, or War, wk) has escaped, VI. 130, ... 102 

a deserter, V1L 136, and Iracept... ... ... 104 

offender to screen him from punishment, XL 212, ... 158 

no offence, if offender is husband or wife of har- 
bourer, XI. 212, Except., ^ ... 159 

intention to defeat justice is essential... ... ib. 

offence must be complete whien the harbouring 
takes place ... ... ... ... ib. 

offender who has been convicted," or whose apprehension 

has been ordered, XI. 216, ... ... ^ ... 164 

no offence, if offender is husband or wife of 

harbourer, XL 216, Except., ... itu 

See^JFWfa Servant 
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HEADS OF VILLAGES bound to inform of crime, 130 
HEALTH 

Public, XIV * 185—208 

See — Atmosphere. Infection . Nuisance , 

HEINOUS OFFENCE/ apprehension of person charged with, 4 
HIGH COURTS, ordinary jurisdiction of, 3 

in case of British subjects, ... ... ... 3,375 

admiralty jurisdiction of,,. ... ... ... 8 

officers of, forbidden to trade ... ... 120 

extraordinary ciiminal jurisdiction of ... ... 370 

criminal law amendment Act XVIII of 186a... ... 4 lg 

procedure amendment Act XIII of 1865 ... 437 

HIRING 

or being hired to join an unlawful assembly, VIII. 150- 

l fi8 107—110 

harbouring persons so hired, VIII. 157, ... ... 109 

-HOMIGIDE- See— Culpable Homicide. 211 228 

HORSE 

kHUnu, poisoning, maiming, Sto. a, XVII. 429, ... 895 

Sex— Mischief. 

HOUSE-BREAKING 

what constitutes the offence of, XVII. 445, and Explan. 311 
how punished, if simple, XVII. 453, ... ... 314 

if in order to commit another offence pun- 
ishable with imprisonment, XVII. 454.. ib. 
if with preparation to cause hurt or re- 

straint, &o. XVII. 455, ... ib. 

accompanied by causing grievous hurt, &c. 

while committing it, XVII. 469,... 815 

See — Criminal Trespass. House-breaking by night. 


•HOUSE-BREAKING BY NIGHT 


what constitutes the offence of, XVII. 448, ... 
how punished, if simple, XVII. 45 5, ... 

if in Older to 4fommit another offence pun- 
ishable by imprisonment. 

XVII. 457 

if with preparation to cause hurt or 
restraint, Ac. XVII. 458, 
See — Criminal Trespass. House-breaking. 


House-trespass 


313 

315 

ib. 

ib. 


what constitutes the offence of, XVII. 442, and Explanu 310 

punished, if simple, XVII. 4 48, ... ... 313 

if in order to commit another offence pttn- 
iahabfe with death, ;OT;44&., . ... ' ib. 
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HOUSE-TRESPASS— continued. 


Fagb. 


' an offence punishable with transpor- 
tation for life, &c. XVIL 450, ... 313 

an offence puuishable with imprison- 
ment, &c. XVIL 451, . . ... ib. 

with preparation foi causing hurt, &c. or 

restraint, &c. XVIL 452, ... , 314 

cannot be compounded ... ... ... ... 161 

See — Criminal Tresp ass . 


HUE AND CRT, arrest without warrant after ... ... 78 

meaning of ... ... •»« ... ... 133 


HURT 


who is said to cause it, XVI. 3 1 9,,.. ... ... 231 

voluntarily causing, what is, XVI. 321, ... ... 232 

does not involve premeditation ... ... 233 

punishment for, XVI. 323, ... ... ib. 

cases in which it is lawful ... ... ib. 


by using dangerous weapons, See. XVI. 324,... 235 

when done for extortion, or to force a person to 

do an illegal act, XVI. 327, ... ... 236 

or to extort confession, XVI. 330,... ... 237 

or to obtain restoration of property, ib m ... ib- 

or to deter public servant from doing his duty, 

XVI. 332, 238 

when done on grave and sudden provocation, 

XVI. 884, 239 

which must proceed from person hurt. ib. 

when caused by act showing want of regard 

for human life, XVI. 337, ... ... 249 

administering drug with intent to cause, XVI, 328, ... 23 5 

grievous, what is, XVI. 320, ... ... ... 231 

voluntarily causing grievous , what is, XVI. 322, and 

Explan., ... ... ... ... ... 232 

when death ensues, not always culpable homicide... 233 
punishment for, XVI. 325, ... ... ... 235 

by dangerous weapons, Sic., XVI. 326, ... ib. 
while committing dacoity or robbery, XVI. 

397, ... ... ... ... 279 

when done to extort property or to force 

to do an illegal act, XVI. 329, ... 237 

or to extort confession or to compel resto- 
ration of property, XVI, 331, 238 

to public servant to deter him from doing 
his duty, XVI. 333, ... ... ib. 

when done on provocation, &c, XVI. 

335, ... »*• ... ... 239 

must proceed from person hurt, ib. 
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HURT — continued . 

by an act showing want of regard for the 


safety of others, XVI. 338,**. ... HO 

no ground of acquittal that death followed 235 

HUSBAND 

cannot commit rape on wife, if above 10. 257 

may abet a rape upon wife, ... 259 

may be convicted of receiving from his wife ... 292 

may harbour or conceal wife, offender, XL 212, Except. 

216, Except., ... ... ... ...150,164 

wife may give evidence against ... ... ...00,127 

cannot be convicted of theft: fronii ... ... 2G4 


See — Adultery. Marriage. Wife. 

IDIOT 

See — Insane, 

See — Forgery* 

ILLEGAL 

, application and meaning of the word, II. 43, 26 

order by a public servant, XL 219, >Wf 161? ' 

See — u Omission” 91.12642®* 

ILLICIT INTERCOURSE 

abduction of woman, m order to force her to, XVI. 366, 253 

enticing marraied woman for purpose of, XX, 498, ... 342 

IMPRISONMENT 

period of, how calculated^ ... ... $q 

ia rigorous or simple, III. 53, ... ... w 27 

rigorous applied to prisoner under sentence of tianspor- 
tation, III. 06, ... ... ... 28- 

commuted into transportation. III. 59, ... ... 29 , 

when it may be partly rigorous and partly simple, III. 60 ib. 
removal to different place of, .... ... im 30 

sometimes necessary where fine is imposed ... ... 33 

in default of payment of fine, IIL 64, G5, 66 ,.., ... ib. 

is in excess of all other imprisonment, ibt ib* 

how limited, III. 67, 68 , 69, ... ... 34 

when inflicted by Magistrate .... ... S 3 , 

solitary, when and to what extent, IIL 73, ... ... 38 

See — Fine, Punishment, Wrongful restraint, 

INCAPACITY, mental, what amounts to tM ... 56-6L 

INCOME TAX papers must be produced in Court ^ 125 

MDi(mpsm Y , 

must contain all matters ^essential to crime* ... ... 8 g$ k 

when particular circumstances or means must} be 

.. • , .« 3(57 

v; 'iwwlt of omission, ... ... ggg 

• be fUne “ l H- -, f > , - , w ... zi.% 
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IND IOTMENT — continued . 

not amended after verdict ... ... ... 3 S 8 

what defects are immaterial ... .... ... ib. 

charging an offence different from that proved, ... ib. 

what exceptions must be negatived in, ... ... - 8 B 9 

joinder of offences in, ... ... ... ... ,370 

joinder of defendants, ... ... .. ... 373 

forms of, for 

Abduction ... ^ ... ... ... * 393 

Abetting, where principal indicted jointly ... ... 3 S 3 

wheie abettcn indicted without principal, . . ib. 

where the offence abetted hag been commit- 
ted, with a different knowledge ... ib. 

where a different offence has been committed 384 ? 

where no offence committed, ... ... ib. 

Adultery, ... ... ... ... 398 

Affray, ... ... ... 380 

Assault, ... ... ... ... ... 393 

Assembly, unlawful, ... ... ... ... 3*35 

Attempt to commit a crime ... ... ... 390 

Bigamy ... ... ... ... 398 

Breaking open receptacle, ... ... ... 39? 

Cattle, mischief to, ... ... ... ... 396 

Cheating, ... ... ... ib. 

Counterfeiting Coin, ... ... ... ... 390 

Coin counterfeit, fraudulently delivering, ... ib. 

passing off as genuine, ... ... ib. 

possessing, ... ... ... ib. 

Confinement, wrongful, ... ... . . 393 

Conviction, mode of charging a previous, ... , ... 390 

Criminal Breach of Trust, ... ... ... 395 

Intimidation, ...* ... ... ... 399 

Misappropriation, ... ... .. 395 

Culpable Homicide, ... ... ... ... 391 

Dacoity with Murder, ... ... ... 394 

Defamation, ... ... ... ... ... 398 

Disappearance of evidence, causing ... ... 308- 

Disobedience to order promulgated by Public Servant ... 386 

summons of, ... ... ... ft>. 

Escape, permitting an ... ... ... ... 390 

Extortion, ... ... ... ... ... 394 

Fabricating false Evidence ... ... $ 8 S 

False Charge , . ... ... ... ... 389 

» Claim, ... ... ... ... ib. 

„ Evidence, ^ ... ... ... ... 38 6 

* » „ using such as genuine ... ... 388 

Personation ... ... ... ... 380 

, • ,p Statement in a return, fi . ... ... 387 
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INDICTMENT — continued. 

Forged document, making a .»* * ... ... 397 

„ using aa genuine, ... ib. 

Fraudulent Transfer, ... ... ... ... 389 

Grievous Hurt, by dangerous weapon ... 89* 

Negligence, ... ... •<» ib. 

Harbouring, ... ... ... ... ... 389 

Highway Robbery, ... ... • ... ... 394 

House-breaking by night to commit theft ... ... 397 

Kidnapping, ... ... ... ... ... 393 

Lurking House-Trespass by night, ... ... 397 

Married woman, enticing away a ... ... ... 398 

Miscarriage, ... .. ... ... 392 

Mischief to cattle, ... ... ... «. 396 

Murder, ... ... ... •«* .<» 391 

Negligence, causing grievous hurt by ... ... 392 

Omission to apprehend,... ... ... ... 399 

Overawing Councillor, ... ... ... 385 

Personation in a suit, ... ... ... ... 389 

Previous conviction, charge of ... ... *„ t 899 

Public Servant concealing design to commit an offence, ^ 384 
„ accepting gratification, ... ... ... 88$ 

Rape, ... ... ... ... ... 393 

Receiving stolen property, ... ... ... 895 

Rioting ... ... v ... ... ... 885 

Robbery in a Highway, ... ... ... ... 894 

Seducing soldier from allegiance, ... ... ... 385 

Theft in a dwelling house, ... ... ... 394 

Theft by a servant, ... ... ... ... 393 

after previous conviction ... ... ... 399 

Unlawful assembly, ... ... ... ... 385 

Waging war, ... ... ... ... ... 384 

INDORSEMENT 

on a bill of exchange is a u document, 1 ” II, 29. Explan. 

2, Illustr., ... ... ... ... , M 21 

is a E< valuable security,” II. 30, lllmtr . ... 22 

INFANT 

when incapable of offence, IY. 82, 83, ... ... 84 

mode of imprisonment ... ... ... 5j8 

capacity of, for rape ... ... ... 56.259 

parental control over ... ... ... ...251.252 

INFECTION 

negligent act likely to spread, XIV, 269, ... M 187 

ML negligent act likely to spread, XI Y. 27Q, ; ... IBS 

®g^abeying quarantine rules, XVI. 271, i( , ..I ^ ib. 

meaning of personal . t . f /.*'/ « M 119 
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INFORMATION 

of certain offeuces, when compulsory to give,.. 91.95.130 

giving false, of design to commit an offence, V. 118. 120, 93.94 
where informant is a public servant V. 119, ... 93.95 
omission to give, to public servant, X. 176, ... 126 

where offence committed. XI. 202, ... 149 

giving false, to public servant, X. 177, ... ... 12 & 

where offence committed, XL 203, ... 150 

with intent to cause a public servant to 
use his power to injury of another, X. 182 129 

to screen an offender, XI. 201,... ... 149 

See— Contempt. Public Servant, Unlawful Assembly, 


INJURY 

what the word denotes, II. 44, ... ... 28 

INSANE 

man, act of, no offence, IV. 84, ... ... 56 

custody, and removal from India of t ... ... 60 

act done for benefit of, when no offence, IV. 89, ... 64 

cannot (f consent,” IV. 90, ... ... ... ib. 

right of private defence against act of, IV, 98, ... 72 

not punishable for escape from gaol .. ... 168 

causing an, to execute or alter a document, is forgery, 

XVIII. 464 319 

See — Forgery. 


INSANITY 

what amounts to in law,*., * f . ... ... 56*60 

differs from idiocy* ... ... >♦. ... 57 

case of persons deaf and dumb, sometimes amounts to,... 59 

not to be presumed, ... ... ... .* 56 

evidence of physicians as to, ... ... 59 

what degree of, operates as a defence ... ... 57 

effect of successful plea of, ... ... 

INSOLVENT COURT, officers of, forbidden, to trade ... 120 


INSTIGATE 

meaning of the word, V. 107, Expian. 1. ... ... 83 

INSUBORDINATION 

abetting act of, by soldier or sailor, VII. 138.139, ... 104 


INSULT 

to public servants, &c, XI. 228* ... 
provoking breach of the peace by, XXII. 504. 
to modesty of a woman, using word or gesture, &c* for 
the purpose of, XXII. 509 , •«* .. ... 

See~*2M>Mt<fa&w. 

63 


170 

358 

360 
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Pagb. 


effect of a criminal, where act is done by sereral persons, 

II* $5, »** ... ... 23 

how far implied in ‘voluntarily, 1 ’ II. 39, ... ... 25 

act done bon& fide without criminal ; IV. 81,.,., ... 52 

assumed, where result is necessary or natural result of 

act done ... 53.61.92, 157*162.212*218.348 

in case of a drunken man... ... ... ... 61 

must be shown, where lawful act is charged as an abet- 
ment ... ... ... ... ... 91 

or as an attempt to commit a crime ... 864 

to injure need not be shown in case of a charge known 

to be false... ... ... ... 157 

any other intention sufficient ib. 

to defeat justice essential incase of harbouring ... 159 

extending beyond natural consequence of act must be 

proved ... ... ... ... ...62,162 

act which is an offence irrespective of, may be compoun- 
ded, XI, 214, ... 161 

meaning of this exception ... ... ... 168 

to defraud particular person unnecessary, when act is 
* fraudulent:... ... ... 177*Slt*&8? 

inferred from use of false weight, &c. 184 

or trade-mark ... 827 

differs from wish ... 2ll 

necessary to conviction for culpable homicide must be 

established by pi osecution ... ... ...211.219 

inference from nature of act sufficient ... 212 

INTERRUPTION 

to public servant in a judicial proceeding, XI. 228, ... 170 

See— Contempt. 

INTIMIDATION 


act done under when no offence, IV. 94, and Explan.,,.. 
“ criminal” what constitutes the offence of, XX1L 5f>3 
threat need ‘not be directly addressed to person threatened 
punishment for, if simple, XXII. 506, 
if threat be of grievous hurt or death, &c., 
ib. 


if committed by anonymous communication. 

XXII. 507, 

inducing, &c. a person to do an act by making him be- 
lieve he will incur the Divine displeasure if he does not, 

> . xxii- 508, ; 

^Bee — Insult 


!PJO£ICATION , * 

l^'^hen it prevents act or omission from being an offetic*^ 

'CTO QK Q£ ° T9 



4 h muai; be involuntary to hare tfcat'tiSSot; 

. * ' ’ / I. ' 




70 

857 

858 
ib. 

359 

ib; 


ib* 


61 

ib* 
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INTOXICATION — continued. 

presumption of knowledge or intent against man in state 

of, IV. 86, 61 

person labouiing under, cannot 4f consent,” IV. 90, ... 65 

right of private defence against persons- labouring under, 

IV. 98, ... ... ... ... ... 72 

causing a person to execute or alter a document while m 

a state of, is forgery, XVIII. 464, ... ... 319 

causing annoyance while in a state of, XXII. 510, ... 360 

S is— Forgery. 

INUNDATION 

causing by mischief, or obstruction, to drainage, &c., 

XVII. 432, ... 306' 

See — Mischief* 

IRRIGATION 

injuring, XXII. 430, .. 305* 

See— Muchief. 

JOINDER 

of defendants, •*« ... ... ... ... 372 

of offences, ... ... ... ... ... 370' 

JOINT ACT, liability of each for, II. 34 ... 22.88*112 

* when criminal knowledge is an essential, II. 35, 13. 

in case of rioting, VIII. 146 ... 106.112* 

JOURNEY, offences committed on a, where triable, ... 37,7 

JUDGE 

meaning of the word, II. 19, ... *.* IT 

every, is a “ public servant,” II* 21, ... # . *•- 

cannot be prosecuted for official acts without permission. ib- 
act of, when no offence, IV. 77, ... ... ... 40.50 

act done under order of, IV. 78, ... ... 


JUDGMENT 

may be given that it is doubtful of which of several 
offences a person is guilty, III, 72, **. 

JUDICIAL PROCEEDING 


explanation of the term, XI. 193, and Explans., ... 
false evidence in XI. 193, 

public servant making order, &c. contrary to law in» XI. 
219 ... ... •». •** 


Insulting or interrupting public servant, iu any stage of 
, ^ XL 22B, »m «•» * j ' » *** **• 


St 

144 

ib. 

165 

life 


*. ■ 
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JURISDICTION 

of High Courts, ordinary ... ... 3 

extraordinary ... ... tii 376 

admiralty, ... IM ... 8-11 

in Coorg, &c. »>i ... 3 

over British subjects ... ... 3.375 

foreigners ... ... 3—6. 8—12 

where offence committed in territory out of India, ... 2 — 3 

or on British ship ... ... ... ... 6 

or withm admiralty jurisdiction ... ... 8 — II 

of Magistrate in respect of offence committed out of his 
district ... ... ... ... 4 


to apprehend for heinous offence ... ... ib. 

of Sessions Court in appeals against sentences under 
special or local laws ... ... ... ... 15 

exemption of Governor General and his Council and of 
persons acting under his written order from jurisdiction, 
of Supreme Court ... ... ... ... 44 

liable to English Courts ... ... 45 

exemption of Governor except in case of treason or felony, ib. 
want of, how far it deprives officer of protection, when he 

enforces order of Judge, IY. 78 ,... ... ... 4 <h $0 

liability of Judge acting without, .... ... 50 

in case of kidnapping ... .. ... 253.377 

in Mofussil Courts is local, when offences committed on 

shore ... ... ... ... ... 37£ 

in case of abettors, or receivers, or thugs or dacoits, 377 
over offences committed on the boundaries of two districts, 

or partly in one and partly in another, ... ... ib. 

where offence committed on a journey, ... ft, 

over escaped, or returned convicts,,., ... ... 159. 

pleas to the, ... ... ^ 374 

judgment upon such, ... ... ... ib. 

none over Acts of State .. ... ... ... 42-45 


JOEY, abolition of Grand— Act XIII of 1865, ... 437 

JUEYMAN 


is * “ public servant,” II. 21, ... ... ... J g 

personation of a, XI. 229 , ... ... 171 

JUSTICE 

sanction of Court necessary in prosecution for oflen- f 
1 ces against ... ... ... ... 14 # 

public offences against, XL 1&1-226, ... »».I8M7l 

1 KIDNAPPING 



is of two kinds, XVI, 35 £, ... t 

Prfyish India, 360,... ^ 

JWp lawful guardianship, 361, and Exphp*.., " 


250 
ib* 
ib. 

251 
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KIDNAPPING— continued. 


Pag*. 


consent of minor is immaterial ... ... ‘ ... 251 

when it is abduction , XVI. 362, ... ' ... ... 252 

jurisdiction in cases of ... ... ..253.377 

punishment for, in ordinary cases, XVI. 363, ... 253 

where person is kidnapped to be murdered, 

XVI 364, ib. 

to be wrongfully confined, XVI. 365, ... ib* 

where a woman is kidnapped that she may be 

compelled to marry, &a, XVL 366 .. ib. 

where in order subject person to grievous hurt, 

slavery, &c XVI. 367, ... ... 254 

concealing or confining kidnapped person, XVI. 368, ib. 

kidnapping child to steal from its person, XVI. 363, ib. 

buying or selling, &c. a slave, XVI. 37 0, 371, ... 255 

KNOWLEDGE, of necessary or natural consequences of an 

act in general presumed, ...53.61.92,162.212.218.348. 
assumed in case of drunken man ... ... 51 

LABOR 


See— Forced labor. 


LANDLORD 

liability of, for nuisance on land, ... ... ...197-201 

LAND-MARK 

, destroying or removing one, fixed by public servant, 

XVII. 434, 306 

diminishing usefulness of one, fixed by public servant, ib* ib* 
See — Mischief. 

LAW 

See — local law* Special law * 

LAWFUL GUARDIAN 

who is included in the term, XVI. 361, Explan., 

, LEGAL REMUNERATION 

meaning of the term, IX. 161, Explan., 

See — * Public Servant . 

LEGALLY BOUND 

meaning of, IL 43, ... ... 

, LENGTH 

false measure of, XIII. 265-267 ... 

See— Measure. 

LIABILITY of one for acts done by another in furtherance of 

22 


251 

3,14 

26.129 

184 
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LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR 

assault on, VI. 124, ... .*• ... ... 100 

attempt to overawe, ti. ... ... ... ... ib. 

LIFE 

what the word denotes, IL 45, ... ... ... 26 

human, causing hurt by act showing want of due regard 

for, XVL 337, ... .1 240 

causing grievous hurt, XVI. 338, ... ib. 

LIGHT 

exhibiting a fake, XIV. 281, ... i#% 194 

LIGHT-HOUSE 

destroying or removing, &c. XVIL 433, ... 306 

See — Mischief. 

LOCAL LAW 

meaning of the term, II. 42, ... ... #M 26 

the word offence extended to certain breaohes of, 2$ 

no u local law” is repealed or affected by the Penal Code, 

L 5, ... ■•» ... ... 12 

abetment cannot be committed in respect of.., ... 85 

breach of, may also be an offence under Code, '... 15 

appeal against sentences under ... ... ib, 

LOSS 

See — Wrongful Loss. 

LOST PROPERTY 

finder of, when punishable for misappropriating, XVII. 

403, Explan,, 2, ... ... .... ... 280* 

See — Misappropriation . 

LUNACY — See Insanity ... ... 56*80 

LUNATIC 

Se^— Insane. ...56-60 

LURKING HOUSE-TRESPASS 




definition of tbe offence, XVII. 443, ... ^ 

punishment for, if simple, XVII. 453, ... ... 

punishment fo^ if in order to commit an offence p unish - 
able with imprisonment, XVII. 454, ... 

if with preparation to cause hurt m; 


Wmmm 


restraint, &c., XVJL 455, ’ «> .v. 
if accompanied by causing griefau* 


810 

314 

ib.. 

ib. 

818 
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LURKING HOUSE-TRESPASS BY NIGHT. 

what constitutes the offence, XVII. 444, ... 311 

how punished, if simple. XVII. 456, ... ... 315 

if in oider to commit another offence pun- 
ishable with imprisonment, XVII. 457, ib. 

with prepamtion to cause hurt or lestraint, , 

fcc., XVII. 453, ib. 

See— Criminal Trespass. Lurking House-trespass. 

MACHINERY 

negligent conduct as to, in possession or charge of offen- 
der, XIV. 287, 203 

MAGISTRATE ’ 

procedure of, under Act VII of 1354 ... ... 4 

surrender of prisoner under warrant of foreign, ... 5 

jurisdiction of, where offence committed on sea. ... 8 

when he is a judge, II. 19, »«• nt 17 

power to award fine as compensation . . ... 32 

limited as to powers of imprisonment for non-payment of 
fine ... ... ... ... ... 33 

as to powers of imprisonment on conviction for 

seveial offences ... ... „ ... 36 

warrant of, protects officers executing it ... ... 50 

not to examine or commit lunatic ... ... ... 60 

may direct arrest ... ... ... ..•# ' 78 

every one bound to assist, when called on ... , ib. 

power of, to exact security, ... ... 113 249.289 

to discharge recognisance ... ... 250 

avoiding warrant of, no offence 121 

power of, for contempt of court ... ... ... 122 

or refusal to furnish evidence ... ... 125 

in case of assault by British Subject 122 

may summon witness beyond local limits ... ... 124 

can forbid certain acts ... ... ... ... 134 

Civil Court cannot reverse order ... ... 136 

may enjoin against public nuisance ... ... 134 

cannot create or decide rights ... ... 136 

procedure by, on charge of giving false evidence ... 145 

who has been authorized to try for false evidence, cannot 

commit for forgeiy ... ... ... ... ib. 

may allow withdrawal of certain charges ... ... 163 

MALICE 

when it is inferred, and when it must be proved, 69.92.119 

212.218 348 

may be disproved, on charge of defamation, 344.348.356 

MAN 

meaning of the word, 11. 10, ... ... ... 16 
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MARK 

making or counterfeiting a mark in any material used for 
authenticating a will or valuable security, &c., XVIII. 

475, m« *•» ••• * ... 324 

possessing material with such mark, &c,, ib. ... ib. 

making, foe. mark iu any material used for authenticating 
a document other than a will or valuable security, 

&o., XVIIL 476, ib. 

possessing material with such mark, Sec., ib. ... ... ib. 

counterfeiting, ordinarily used by public servant to denote 
the manufacture, &c. of property, XVIIL 484, ... 327 

See — Forgery. Government Stamp. Land- Mark. Mischief. 
Property-mark. Sea-mark . Trade-mark, 

MARRIAGE 


abducting or kidnapping a woman in order to compel, 

XVI. 366, ... ... ... ... ... 253 

forging register of, XVIIL 466, ... ... 321 

inducing cohabitation by falsely making it be believed 

that a lawful marriage has taken place, XX. 493, 835 

again during the life-time of a husband or wife, XX. 494, 336 

if with concealment of the former marriage, 

XX. 495, ... 889 

evidence of a previous valid, ... ... 336 

law which governs in India ... ... ib. 

With a deceased wife’s sister ... ... 337 

not void by reason of pievioua marriage in case of Hindu 

or Mahometan man ... ... ... ib. 

otherwise in case of female ... ... ib. 

or of Chn-iun who married again after re- 
lapsing into Hinduism ... v . 338 

or of Mahometan convert to Christianity ... ib. 

otherwise in case of Hindu convert, ib. 
severance of, by divorce... ... ... ... ib. 

evidence on charge of bigamy, ... ... ib. 

ceremonies gone through fraudulently, XX. 496, 339 

Bee — Adultery. 

married woman 


kidnapping or abducting, XVL 366, ... 253 

committing adultery with, XX, 497, and Explan., ... 339 

enticing or taking away, or concealing, See. a, with intent, 

&c,XX. 498, ... ... ... ... 842 

her consent is immaterial ... ... ... m 254.342 * 

J h , See — Marriage. Harbouring . Evidence. Wife- 

Piaster and servant 


,dh cases of abetment 

rcsses of nuisance or negligence 



.v. 91 

192.290.S03.206 
... 238 

ib. 



0 


* -HTOSX. 

'Itoo 

MEASURE ' 


false, using a, XIII. 264, 265, 

is evidence of fraudulent intention 

being in possession of, with knowledge and 

XIII. 266, ^ 

making or selling, with knowledge and 
XIII. 267, 

... 185. 

... * ib, 
intent, 

ib. 

intent, 

... ib 4 

MEDICAL MAN causing death ... , 

MEMBER OF COUNCIL 

... 60 240 

exemption of, from jurisdiction of Iligh.Courtj 
assault on, VI. 124, 
attempt to overawe, ib. 9 
forbidden to trade 

44, 

... 100 
ib. 

... 120 


MERGER 

of civil action in crime, does not exist in India ... 163 

MINT 

person employed in, causing coin to be of wrong weight, 

XII. 244, ... 178 

of wrong composition^. ib. 

unlawfully taking a coining instrument from a, XII, £45. ib. 
See — Coin. 

MISAPPROPRIATION 

of moveable property, XVII, 403, and Explans, 1 and v 2, 280 

of property found accidentally, ib. Explan. 2,..* ... 281, 

, of a deceased person, XVII. 404, ... 283 

MISCARRIAGE 

causing, XVI. 312, 313, 314, ... ... 228-F 

a woman may commit this offence on herself, XVI. 312, 

Explan, ... ^ ... ... ... ... 389 

punishment for causing, in .ordinary cases, XVI. 331 ... ib. 

if done without woman’s consent, 

XVI. 313, ib. 

causing death in attempt to procure, XVI. 314, ib* ■ 

if done without the consent of 
the woman, ib. ... ... ib. 

doing anv act to prevent a child being bo^n 
alive, XVL 315, ... ... ' 23f) 

causing death of quick, unborn child, XVI, 

316, * 4 . ... «t» ib* 

MISCHIEF 

definition of the offence, XVII, 425, and Explans. 1 and 2, 303 

punishment for, when simple, XVII. ... ... 304 

if damage done, amounts to SO Rupees, 

XVIt. 427, ib* 

G4 
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MISCHIEF — continued. 

by killing', maiming, bo., an animal within 10 Bapees, 

* XVII- 428, * 

by killing, maiming, &c., an elephant, camel, horse, mule, 
buffalo, bull, or cow, or ox, XVII. 423, 

any other animal worth more than 50 Rs* ib, ... 
by diminshing supply of water, be,, XVII. 430, 
by injuring public work, bridge, navigable river, See., 

XVII. 431, ^ 

by causing inundation, or obstructing drainage, XVII. 432, 30$ 

by destroying, or moving, See. light-house, seatmark, &c., 

'XVII. 433, 

by exhibiting false light, or mark to mislead navigators, 

XIV- 281, ... 

by destroying, &c., land-mark fixed by public servant, 

XVII, 434. 

by using fire or explosive substance with intent, &c., 

XVII. 435, ... 

with intent to destroy a house, &C., XVII. 436, ♦,* 

committed on a decked vessel of 20 tons burden, XVII . 

437, rntm • • . ••• **♦ 

if by fire or explosive sub^ 
stance, XVII, 488, 

running vessel ashore to commit theft of property, XVII. 

439 , 

committed with preparation for causing death or grievous 
hurt, XVII. 440, 

or hurt, or wrongful restraint, ib . 
or fear of death, hurt, restraint, ib* 
with respect to a will, XVIII. 477,... 

valuable security, XVIII. 477, 

Bee — Private Defence. 

MISFORTUNE 

act done by, when it is no offence, IV. 80 
MISTAKE OF FACT 




S0& 

ib. 

ib* 

ib. 

ib. 


ib, 

194 

306 

307 
ib. 

ib, 

ib, 

ib. 

308 
ib. 
ib. 

3?4 

ib. 


when aot done by reason of, no offence, IV. 76-7$, ... 

right of private defence against net of one acting under, 
TV dfl 

J.T. ... ... *•« 


61 

40.48 


78 


MISTAKE OF LAW 

, _ does not prevent an act from being an offence, IV. 76-79.40.4ft 
unless when it canses ignorance of fact ... ... 1 49 

PWEY 





,fiT— 6» 



iNDEi. 


50? 

pAGEi 


meaning of the word, and how calculated, II. 49, i.. 27 

Morals 

public, XIV. 292-294 206-308 

See — Nuisance, Obscenity . 

MOTHER, right of MuhammedaO, to custody of child ... 232 

MOVEABLE PROPERTY 

what the term means and includes, II. 22, ... ... IT 

in case of theft • a* m« •<» 2m> 

MOVING 

what is a, in case of theft ... ... ...260.2 68 

MULE 

killing, poisoining, maiming, oir rendering useless, &c., 

XVII. 429,... ... 305 

See — Mischief, 

Municipal commissioner 

is a 4( public servant,” II 21, llluslr. % ... ... IS 

liability of, for neglect to repair roads ... ... 201 

MURDER 

What amounts to the crime of, XVI. 300, and Excepts.,216-224 
in what cases culpable homicide does not amount to, 

XVI. 300, Excepts. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, ... .*.210-22 4 

proof of exceptions rests on accused ... ., 2i9 

of knowledge or intention rests oh prosecution ... ib- 

Iby homicide of person whose death was not intended, 

XVI. 301, ... ... ... 224 

on charge of, accused may be convicted of nftnor offence 225 
punishment for, XVI. 302, ... , ... ... ib. 

if committed by a life-convict, XVI. 303, ... ib. 

attempt to commit ... ... ... ... ... 22G 

punishment for, in ordinary cases, XVI. 307, ... ib. 

if hurt is caused, ib, .. .. ib- 

aCcotapanied by dacoity, punishment for, XVII. 306, ..i 279 

See — Culpable Homicide . tlacoity. Suicide . 

MUTINY 

abetting the commission of, VII. 131, ... .*. 1P2 

where the mutiny is committed in oonsequenee, ’ ; 

VIL 132, v lttflT 

abetting assault on superior officer, VII- 133, ... ib. 

if assault is committed in consequence, VIL 134, ib. 
abetting desertion, VII. 135, ... .<* ... ib* 

harbouring deserter, VII. 136, ... **• ... 104 

in a merchant vessel, VIT. 137, ... ib. 

abetting act of insubordination, VII. 138, ... ... ib. 

circulating rumours, 8tc. with intent to excite, XXII. 505, 35ft 



INDEX. 


MUTINY ACT ' 

whether Naval or Military, 'not repealed or affected by the 
Penal Code, I. 5, ... ... ... ... 

' persona subject to, are not punishable for military offences 

under the Penal Code, when, VII. 189, ... ... 104 

NATURAL RESULT 

of a man’s acts assumed to be’ contemplated, 53.6 1.92.162.212. 

218.348 

NAVIGABLE 

river, or channel, destroying or injuring, XVII. 431 ... 305 

See — Mischief. Navigation. 

NAVIGATION. 

of a vessel, rash or negligent, shewing want of regard for 
human life, &c , XIV. 280, ... ... ... 194 

- carrying passengers in unsafe vessel, XIV. 282, .., ib. 

obstructing public line of, XIV. 283, ... ... 196 

injuring by mischief, XVII. 431, ... ... ... 80 S 

( '■ endangering by removing lights, buoys, &c., XVlI. 483, 308 

exhibiting false lights, buoys, XIV. 281, ... ... 19* 

, See — Mischief. . 

NAVY 

offences relating to, VII. 131.140, * ... ...102-105 

NEGLIGENCE 

when very gross implies intention to injure, ... ... 92 

death caused by ... ... ... ...212,240 

case of medical men ... ... ... .. 240 

must be personal act, ... ... ... 192.200.240 

must be such as would naturally cause injury ...192.196 

evidence of, must be affirmative ... ... ... 193 

unless presumed from facts of case... ... \\\ xb. 

•where party injured has been guilty of, ... ", 192 * 

or person with whom he is identified, ... ... 194 

Where party injured is a servant ... ... .,.'202.205 

in driving or riding on highway, XIV. 2?9, ... '191 

in navigating a vessel, XIV. 280, ... ... ... 194 

in conveying passenger for hire m unsafe vessel, XIV. 282, ib. 

unseawortniness is a relative term. ... ... jgj 

causing obstruction on highway or line of navigation^ 

.XIV. 283, ... . ... ... ... ... jb. , 

permission to pass does not constitute a highway,, 195 
owner must not set trap for passengers ... 197 

property which causes obstruction must b* 

. . under control of defendant ' a. 

oocjmer primarily liable . , ib . 

wesfoxed .af pthew iMayinir fru.feWfrmdik# - ih, 
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NEGLIGENCE - -tontinuel 

liability does not cease on partmg with property 198 


^ purchaser how far liable ... ... ... 199 

‘who is “ in charge of pioperty” ... ... SOI 

possession of landlord ... ... ... ib. 

Municipal Commissioners ... ib. 

with respect to poisonous, combustible br explosive matter, 

XIV. 284-285. ... ... ... , M 202.4 

in regard to machinery, XIV. 287... ... ... 208 

in keeping a dangerous animal, XIV. 2S9, ... ... 204 

See — Burt. Nuhante . 

NOT GUILTY, plea if entered, where prisoner refuses to 

plead ... ... ... ... ... 378 

effect of plea ... ... ib. 

NOTICE 


See — Contempt* Court of Justice. Owner* Service , 

NUISANCE 

' public, what is a, XIV. 268, % ... 18$ 

not excused on account of other advantage, ih t ... 187 

may be authorized by legislature,.,. ... ... ib. 

not justified by lapse of time, ... ... ... ib* 

summary remedy against, ... ... ... ib. 

action not taken away by prosecution ... ... lb. 

negligent act likely to spread infection, XIV. 269, ib. 

malignant act likely to spread infection, XIV- 270* ... 188 

disobeying quarantine ]$w, XIV. 271, * . ... ib. 

' adulteration of food or drink for sale, XIV. 272, ... ib. 

sale or noxious food or drink, XIV. 273, ... ... ib. 

adulteration of drugs, XIV. 274, ... ... . . 189 

sale of adulterated drugs, XIV. 275, — ... 190 

sale of one drug as being another drug, XIV. 2 78, 191 

defiling water of public spring or reservoir, XIV. 277 ... ib. 
making atmosphere mjunous to health, XIV. 278, ib. * 

rash driving or riding, XIV. 279,... ... ... ib. 

navigation of vessel, XIV. 280* ... ... 194 

exhibiting false light, &c., XIV. 281, ... ib. 

conveving person for hire in vessel overloaded or unsafe, 

XIV. 282, . . ib. 

obstructing public way or navigation, XIV, 283, 195 

negligence with respect to poison, XIV. 284,..* * 202 

fire or combustible matter, XTY* 288, ... 203 

explosive substance, XIV. S86, *.* ib. 

machinery, XIV. 287, ... ib* 

pulling down or repairing buildings, XlV. 288, 204 

an animal, XIV, 289, "... ... ib. 

punishment for any, not specially provided for; XIV. 290 206 

continuance of, after injunction to discontinue, XIV. 291 ib. 

obscene works, songs, XIV, 292, 293, 294, 206.7 
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NUMBER defined, II. 0 M . 1 g 

oath: 

what the word means and include, II. 31, ... ... 27 

refusing to take an, X. 178, ... ... ... 127 

making false statements on, to public servant, X. 18],.** 12B 

See Fake Fvidtnce. 


OBSCENITY 

importing, printing, selling, &c, obscene books, See., XIV, 
292, 

possessing obscene books, &c, for purpose of sale* Stc, 

XIV. 293, . 

singing obscene songs, &c. XlV 294, 
uttering obscene words. See ... 

See — Insult. 


206 

207 

ib. 

ib. 


ORSTRUCTING- 

public servant in discharge of bis duty, X. 18G, ... 1S2 

the taking' of property by authority of public servant, X. 

183 XSl 

the sale of property by public servant, X. 184, *.. ib. 

apprehension of one’s self, XI. 224, and Explan. ... 168 

of another, XI. 225, ... ' ... ... 169 

a public way, XIV. 283, XVII. 431, 4i 195.305 

a public line of navigation, iL ... ... ... ib. 

See — Mischief, public Servant, 


OCCUPIER 


of land not giving Police notice of riot, &c. VIII, 154,.-. 108 

of land for whose benefit a riot is committed, liability of, 

VIII. 155, 109 

his agents — liability of, in such cases, XIII. 156,.*. ib. 
liability of, for nuisances on land, .»* 19? 


DEFENCE 


committed out of British India, I, 3* #*. 2-12 

meaning of the word, IL 40, ... ... 25 

extended to special and local laws by Act IV of 1857, 25*168 
not to law of England ... ... .*,146.168 

committed out of British India, I, 1, ... ... 1—12 

by servant of Queen within allied State, I. 4,,.* 2 

jurisdiction of High Courts over ... ... * 3 

apprehension of person charged with heinous, committed-, 
l out of India.. ... ... 4 

under extradition treaties ^ 5 

y "Med on the ffi£h Seas or in a foreign port 6 — 18 
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OFFENCE — continued , 


Face, 


by foreigner on British ship ... ... 6.1 Q 

or foreign vessel ... ... ^ ... 12 

who has resided six months in India * ... 3 

against the State, can only be prosecuted with sanction of 

Government or Advocate General ... ... 10,2 

committed by public servant, or Judge can in some cases 

only be prosecuted by leave of Government or Court ... 115 

of contempt of authority, requires the sanction of the 
authority for prosecution ... «•, ... 122 

relating to evidence requires sanction of Court for prosecu- 
tion ••• ... ... ... 145 

relating to documents given in evidence must be prosecu- 
ted with sanction of Court ... ... 31 T 

causing disappearance of evidence of, XI. 301, ... 149 

joinder of several offences in same indictment 879 

what acts or omissions do not constitute an, see Chap 

I V, passim., ... ... . ... 40-83 

act of person hound by law, or believing 

himself hound to do it, IV. 7 6, ...40 — 43 

net of judge acting judicially, IV. 77, ... 40.59 
act done pursuant to order of a court of 
justice, IV. 78, .* ... ... ifi. 

act of person justified, or believing himself 
to be justified in doing it, IV, 79, ... 40-49 

accident in doing lawful act, IV. 80, ... 51 

act likely to cause harm but done to pre- 
vent other harm, IV. 81, and Explan., 52 
act of child under seven years of age, IV. 

82 1 , ... ... «f, 54 

above seven but under twelve, and of 

immature understanding, IV. 83, ib. 

act of person of unsound mind, IV. 84, 56-61 

act of intoxicated person, IV 85, 86, ... 63, 

act done by consent, not intended or 
known to be likely to cause death or 

grievous hurt, IV. 87, ... ... §3 

act not intended to cause death done by 
consent for benefit of a person, IV. 88, ib. 
act done for benefit of child with consent 
of guardian, IV. 89, ... 64 

of person of unsound mind, (A ... ib, 

act done for benefit of a person without 

consent, IV. 92 4 ^. ... .. 66 

communication made in good faith, IV. 93, 67 

act to which a person i3 compelled by 
threats, IV. 94, and Explans. * ... 70 

act causing very slight harm, IV. 95, 71 
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OFFENCE — continued. 


Paok. 


act done in exercise of right of private 
defence, IV. 96, ... ... 72 

when this right exists, IV. 97-106, ... 72-81 

nnnnatral, XVI. 377, and Explan.,... ... ... 259 

See — Private Defence. 

OFFICER 

unlawful orders of, do not protect soldier ... ... 45-48 

See — Assault. Insubordination. Mutiny. Punishment. 

OMISSION 

what the word denotes, II. S3, ... ... ... 22 

illegal, when included in the word Act II. 82, 22.212.218. 

offence caused partly by omisson, and partly by aot> II. 

36, ... 24, 

constituting an abetment, V. 107, 108, ... ... 83.91 

to give information when illegal, ... ... ... 95.130 

to assist a public servant, X. 187, ... ... ... 13S 

to supply food, medicine, &c. ... ... ... 218 

to aid in arrest, ' ... ... ... ... 132 

by public servant to apprehend, XI. 221, 288, 168 

' death caused by illegal, ... * , ... 212.218 

See — Agent. Document. Evidence. Owner. Public Semantic Riot. 
ORDERS 

of officer, when a justification to soldiers ... ... 45-48 

of parent or master, no justification ... ... 48 

nor of husband, ... ‘ ib. 

of Foreign Government ... ... ... ... ib. 

of Judge or Magistrate ... ... ... ... BO 

OWNER 


of land not giving Police notice of riot, See. VIII. 154,... 108 

of land for whose benefit a riot is committed, his liability, 

VIII. 155 ... 309 

his agent— liability of in such cases, VIII. 155, ... ib. 
Kable for nuisances on his land, ... ... 197-201 

killing, poisoning, maiming, or, rendering useless an, * 
XVII. 429,... ... ... ... ... 805 


^ Set— Mischief. 

.^ARlNTmay chastise child.,. ... 

fciU^.'has right to custody of child ... ... 

|jg^i ; J2NTARY REPORTS are privileged” 

- 504 , 


... 833 

... M* 

855 

*} 

... 358 
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PENAL CODE 

takes effect from what date, I, 1, ... ... ... X 

io what places, i£., ... ... ... ib. 

as to what persons, I. 2, 3, 4, ... , p . 1-12 

what laws it does not repeal, L 5, ... ... ... 12 

penal servitude, HI. 53, 56, ... ... ... 27 , 3 s 

PEE JURY 

See — False Evidence. 


PERSON 

meaning of the word, II. 11, ... M| i6 

• every person liable for offence committed within British 

India, I. 2,... ... ... ... X 

every person who is liable to be tried in British India 
for an offence committed beyond its limits is subject to 
the Penal, Code, I. 3, ib. 

PERSONATING 

a soldier, VII. 140, ... ... ... 104, 

any public servant, IX. 170, 171, ... ... ...120.121 

another, for the purpose of a suit, XI. 205, ... , f , iso 

fraudulent intention not necessary ... , M ib. 

use of assumed name not criminal ... M , ib. 

a juror or assessor, XI. 229, ... ... 171 

{$ee— Cheating^ 

PHYSICIAN, unskilful treatment by v , 240 , 

PIRACY 

what it is .... ... ... n 

admiralty jurisdiction over ... ... ft* 

PLATE 

making or counterfeiting a, for purpose of forging will, or 
valuable security, See , XVII. 472, ... ... 322 

possessing such a, ib , ... ... ... ib. 

making or count erleiting a, for purpose of committing 
any other kind of forgery, XV1IL 473, ... , #1 ib. 

possessing such a, XVI1L 473, ... % ... 323 

making or possessing a, for counterfeiting trade, or pro- 
perty-mark, XVIII, 485, ... ... m 328 

Set— Forgery* Government Stamp. Trade-mar fa 

PLEAS 

to the jurisdiction, ; it ... ... 374 

not guilty, ... ... ... ... 378 

* previous acquittal, 9# . ... ... ... ib. 

conviction, ... ... •** 


65 





iN3pK2^. 


POISON 

negligence, &c., with respect to, XIV, 284, ... ... 202, 

administering with intent to cause hurt, &c., XVI. 328.,, 236 

what is an adibinijStex^ ... i,b. 

Jpee — "Drug. 

POSSESSION 

what amounts to, II. 27 and Explan,, ... 20, 

of coining implements what amounts to, ... ♦..174*178 

stolen goods ... .♦ ... ... 269> 

several persons may have ... ... ... 178 

of stolen goods is evidence of theft ... 269i 

what amounts to a receipt of stolen property... 290 

of immoveable property, how acquiied ... ... 300 

and use of false weight oi; measure, evidence of fijaud, 184 

pBESIDENOX 

meaning of the ^otd, II. 18* ... ' ... 17[“ 

RESUMPTION 

of japntal capacity in children ... ... ... 

adults ... 

lunatics ... ... ... - ib. 

of physical qapacity for Tape ... ... ... 56, 

pf knowledge in a drunken man who Qomwita offence ... 61 

in favour of innocence ... ... ... 69. 

that every one knows probable result of his apt, 53.61.92.162. 

212.348 

depends on the facts of each case. ... ..,212.218, 

of negligence from nature of act done ... 193, 

of theft from recent possess^ of stolen property 269 

See — Intention. Malice. 


PREVIOUS ACQUITTAE. 
plea of, 

how proved, •i* «■* *•» ... 

result of plea, when, found against the p^aoner, 


PREVIOUS. CONVICTION 

effect of, in increasing punishment, III, 75, ... 

must have been under Penal Code, ib. 

and after release from former imprisonment *.* 

form of indiptment phasing a ... 

plea of, ... ... ... ... 

how proved, ♦*. 


^ result of plea, when found against prisons; , *; 


♦.. 878-382 
382 ' 
m. ib; 


»*« 89i 

ib* 

♦m 

*♦* 378-882 

ib* 

.** 
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awet 


357 


...101-102 


72-81 

75 
72.73 

73 

77 

74.75 

ib. 

74.80 

76.79 
ib. 

75.80 

76 


fetlNTlNG 

or engraving defamatory matter, XXl. 502 ... 

See — Defamation. Obscenity. 

JPBlSONM 

suffering nr aiding escape of, VI. 128,129,130, 

PRIVATE DEFENCE 

tlie right of, tV. 96-106, ... ••• 

actions in exetcise of the right of, no offence, IV, »o... 
when the right of, exists, IV- 97, 98, 99, ... 
against act of public servant, IV. 99, 
private person performing public duty, 

'of the bod#, When the right of, extend* to causing death, 

iv. ioo, ... ... ... ... 

when only to causing leas harm, IV. 101, 
how long the right of, Continues, IV, 102, tb* ... 
*of property, when the right of, extends to causing death, 

IV. 103, ... ... 

when only to causing less harm, IV. 104, 
how long the right of, continues, IV. 105, ... 

innocent person, injured in the exercise of the right of, 

VI. 106, ... **• ••• „ 

Culpable Homicide committed in eicessive exetcise of 
L right of, when not murder, XVI. 300, Except 3, ... 

PfelVAtE PERSON 

When bound to arrest, or justified in so doing... 
PRIVILEGED DOCUMENTS 

income tax schedules are riot ... ... 

privileged COMMUNICATIONS 

what are ... ••• — • . 

dtie care and attention netessary ... 

PROPERTY-MARK 

wb*t is a, XVIII. 479, ... ... — •** 

uriPg a f^l g ^ property-mark, what constitutes, AVIxx. 

using a false property* mark with intent, XVUI.4B2. 
counterfei tin g, fern, ordinarily used>y another, XVHL 

483, -•* ... ♦ 

bv poblfcvmmuitj 
- XV11L 484 

possessing die, plated fee. for coiinterfefting, XVllI.485,... 

1 a false, possessing with intent 

i to use it, .w ... 

; goods with fefee, knowing, fee., XVUI. 486, 


..77.134 
.. 125 
.. ib. 


...349-357 
... 355 


325 

326 

327 

ib. 

ib. 

328 

ib. 

ib. 
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PROPERTY-MARK — continued . 

making false mark on goods, XVIII. 487, , M 329 

on any receptacle for goods, ib. ... ib, 

* * making use of suck false mark, XVIII. 488 ib. 

destroying, &c. a, with intent to injure any person, XVIII. 

489, ... ... «»» ... ib# 

See — Forgery . Mark. Trade-Mark . 

PROVOCATION. 

when culpable homicide committed under, is not murder, 

XVI. 309, Excep. 1, Provisoes, and Explan., Except. 

4 and Explan,, ... ... ... ..,219.223 

given by public servant in excess of authority ... 220 

must be in proportion to violence used ... ... 221 

by woi d sufficient ... ... ... 222 

act must be committed under influence of ... ... ib, 

cansing hurt on, XVI. 834 , ... ... 239 

grievous hurt on, XVI. 335, ... ... ... ib. 

using criminal force on, XVI. 352, 355, 358, and 

Explans.,.., ... ...247.249 

See — TnsulL Biot 
PUBLIC 

what the word includes, II. 12, ... *** 15 

PUBLIC JUSTICE 

offences against, XL 191-229, ... ... #. 138-171 

not to be entertained without permission, ... 145 

See — False Evidence- Public Servant. 

PUBLIC PLACE 

what is a, ... .<# ... 298 

PUBLIC SERVANT 


who are included in this term, II. 21, ... ... IS 

cannot be prosecuted, for official acts without permis- 
sion ... ... ... •*« ,,.18.115 

defence against acts of, IV. 99, ... ... ... 78 

should show his warrant ... ... ... 78 


abetting an offence, V. 116 ... ... , M 8$ 

concealing a design, &c, which it is his duty to prevent, , * * 

V* 119, ... ... ... v,# 93.95 

voluntarily allowing prisoner of State or War to escape* L 
from custody, VI. 128, ... ... 101 

negligently allowing prisoner of State or War.to escape, 

'' ■ VI. 129 . - ", 

jfetonft, &c„ on, while suppressing riot, &o., VIII, ,$$»».•! 3 OS 
f&%'»j 5 »tifieatiou, Sic, improperly, ' 114 

yjjfa MW?'.’ . . ■! * ‘Jv-jevVf ' 
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jPtTBlilO SERVANT — continued. 


PiGJU 


person! expecting to be a, taking a gratification, &c. ib.„. 114 

abetting the taking of bribes or gratification, IX . 162, 

163, 164, ... 110 

obtaining valuable things for inadequate consideration, &c- 

IX. 165, ... ... ... ... 117 

disobeying direction of law, with a view to injure any 

one, IX. 165, ... ... 118 

♦ framing incorrect document, IX* 167, ... ... ib. 

unlawfully engaging in trade, IX. 168, ... 119 

buying or bidding for property, IX. 169, 12(5 

personating a, IX. 170, ... ib. 

wearing garb, or token of, IX- 171, ... ... 121 

contempt of the lawful authority of, X. 172-190, ...121-138 

charges of, not to be entertained without sanction, 122 
committed by British subject how cognisable,.. 122.125 
fines upon British subject for contempt, how levied ... 122 

punishment mhy be remitted on submission ... 126 

absconding to avoid service of summons, See. issued by, 

X. 172, ... * ... 121 

preventing seivice of summons, &c*, X. 173,... ... 122 

non-attendance in obedience to order, X. 174, ...123 129 

order must be by competent officer ...124.129 
personal service of, must be proved ... 124 

departure without leave, X. 174, ... ... ib, 

omission to produce or deliver up document, X. 175, ... ib. 
give notice or information to public servant, 

X. 176, ... ... ...126.130 

of an offence committed, t£. and XI. 202, ...126*149 
furnishing false information to public servant, X. 177 ... 126 

respecting an offence committed, ib . and 

XL 203, 127,150 

refusing to be sworn by, X. 178, ... (M 127 

to answer question of, X. 179, ... 128 

to sign statement before, X. 180, ' ... ib. 

making false statement on oath before, X, 181 ... ib. 

giving false information to make a public servant use his 
* power to the injury of another, X. 3 82, ... ... 129 

resisting the taking of property by lawful authority of- 

X. 183, 131 

obstructing sale of property by lawful authority, X. 184, ib. 
illegal purchase of, or bid for property offered for sale 

by public servant, X* 185, ... ... ... fa 

obstructing public servant in discharge of duty, X. 1 86,.., 132 

omitting to assist public' servant, X. 187, ... ib. 

if aid is demanded, ib. .. w ... ib* 

■ disobedience to order of, duly promulgated, X. 188, and 

Explain, ... ... ... * v 133 t 

■ ' ^ effect of magisterial orders, 184 
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threat of injury to public servant, X. 189, .,J ^ *.♦* 137 

to restrain any person from applying to 
public servant for protection, X. 190,... 138 

disobeying directions of law, in order ,to screen offender, 

XI. 217, ... ... tm 164 

to save property from forfeiture, < 8 ., ... 165 

framing incorrect record or writing, XI. 2 1 8, *.* ib. 

to save property from forfeiture, ib. 

making order, &c., contrary to law, XI. 219, ib. 

keeping person lx confinement contrary to law, XI- 220^ ib. 

omitting to apprehend, 8rc., person accused, &c.,XL 221, 166 

suffering him to escape, ib., ... ib* 

omitting to apprehend, &c , person sentenced, XI. 232, ib. 

Voluntarily suffering him to escape, ib., ... 167 

megligenity suffering escape of person in confinement, 

XI 2 23, .. ^ ... ( ... ... ... ib. 

insulting or interrupting a during a judicial proceeding, 

IE 228, 170 

committing culpable homicide by exceeding his powers, is 
not guilty of murder, if acting bond fide, #VI. 300* 
Except. 3, ... ... **. ^ 223 

tausing hurt to, to detet tom ftom doing bis duty, XVJ. '' 

332, .i, ... I.. ... 238 

grievous hurt, with the like object, XVI. 333. ib. 
Using criminal force towards, &c., XVI. 353, ... 248 

destroying, 8cc., land-mark fixed by authority of, XVII. 

434, ... 300 

Counterfeiting a prdperty-mark Used by a, XVIII. 484... 327 

making false marks upon goods to deceive, XVIII. 487, 329 

or on a receptacle for goods, ib. ... ib* 

making use of such a false mark, XVIII. 488, ib 4 

See— Private Defence* 

PUNCHAYIT 


member of a, may be a Judge, within the meaning of the 
Code, II. 19, (c) ... _ ... ... * lj 

may be a Court of Justice, within the meaning of the 

Code, II. 20, ia 

member of a, assisting a Court of Justice ia a a public 
servant, 11.21, * ib* 


JUNISJtMENT 


when to be under Penal Code, I. 2**.. ... 

tyhgn to be under law of England . # * ' :*J* t 

feipda of, offenders are Sable, III. * > A ^ ; 
^fefu^ofd^th may be commuted, when'^bjrwSttov 
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transportation foy life may be commuted, when, and by 
whom, 55, III. ... ... ... ' 

any sentence may be remitted 

Europeans and Americans to be sentenced to penal ser- 
vitude instead of to transportation, 1IL 56, 
fractional terms of, hoW calculated, ,111. 57, ... 
transportation may be awarded instead of imprisonment, 
when III 59, 

when imprisonment may be partly rigorous and partly 
simple, III. 60, 

forfeiture of property, III. 61 62, ... 

fine, IIL 63-70, 

fiqw it may be applied ... 

limit of imprisonment in default of payment of fine, III. 

65-69, ... 

of offence punishable with fine only, ITI. 67,... ... 

within what time fine may be enforced, III. 79* 
mode“of enforcing payment of, 

limit of, for offence which is made up of several offences, 
HI. 7l, ... ... ... •*• •** 

limit of, when several offences proved 
where person guilty of one of several offences the Judg- 
ment stating that it is doubtful of which. III. 72, ... 
solitary imprisonment, HI. 73, ... ^ 

limit of, Hr. 74, i»i 

in case of; previpua conyiction^ III. 75, *«* ■«« 

QUARANTINE 

-disobeying rujeof, XIY.2^1 V . N 

QUEEN 

meaning of tbentord^ II. 13, ... ... ... 

QUESTION 

refusing to answer a, put by public servant, when an 
offence, X. 173, ... ... ... 

RAILWAY SERVANTS, Act XXXI of 1867, 

RAPE ' 


. 28 
ib. 

ib, 

ib. 

29 

ib. 

30-32 

32 - 36 , 

32 


ib, 

35 

ib. 

36 

37 . 

38. 
ib. 

39 . 


ISA 

18 , 

128 

m 


256, 

257 


what amounts to, XVI. 375, t«i *»* 

penetration is sufficient, ib, Explanation, ... 
cannot be committed by a man on his wife, ib- Except 

unless she is under ten yeays of age, ib* ib, 

presumption as to incapacity for, in case of children, ... 56.25$, 
what amount of consent mil be an anawe* to qharge 

must be an intelligent consent,^ ... 258, 

husband may be indicted for uiding, ... 259, 

evidence in cases of, ... ... ... ... 258 

punishment for, XIV\ 37,6, 
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Page^ 


in making a false charge, which is believed, no offence, 15^ 

* will be defamation,... ... 355 

amounting to culpable homicide, ... ... 92.212.218.240 

endangenng life or safety, XVI. 336-335, ... ... 239 

in medical treatment ... ... ... 240 

RATIFICATION 

changes private acts into acts of State ... ... 45 

REASON TO BELIEVE 

meaning of, III. 26 .., ... 20.51 

RECEIVING 


property taken in waging war with or making depreda- 
tion on ally of Government, VI. 127, ... ... 101 

receiving stolen property 

what is “stolen property,” XVII. 410, ... ... 289 

must be the identical goods stolen ... ... ... 290 

what amounts to receiving ... ... ... 290. 

by subsequent ratification ... ... ... 291 

guilty knowledge of tbeft ... ft. 

husband may receive from wife ... ... ... 292 

wife may be convicted of... ... ... J ft. 

bow punishable, XVII. 411 290 

stolen in dacoity, XVII. 412; ... ... _ 292 

from a dacoit with knowledge or belief, ib. .” ft. 

habitual, or dealing iu it, XVII. 413. ..." ft] 

assisting in concealing or disposing of stolen property, 

XVII. 414, ... ... 293 

RECORD 

public servant, framing incorrect, to secure offender, X. 167 118 

forging a, of Court, of Justice, XVIII. 466,... . . 32I 

See — ’Margery. 

REFORMATORY 


juvenile of offenders may be committed to ... 
REFUSAL TO PLEAD, effect of ... 
REGISTER 


86 

W 


forging a, of birth, baptism, marriage or burial, XVIII. 

»m ... on] 

See- Forgery, • *** 

Release 

i , , 

^'..fraudulent, of any demand, or claim, XVII. 424, See also* 

..K,. , Sectiona421, 422, ... ..,’ ^03.301 



XV. 295-298 
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REMISSION PAG1L 

of punishment, III. 54, 55, ... ... ... * 28 

violating condition of, XI 227, . ... ... 170 

REMOVAL 

to transportation is ordered by local Government ... 29 

from one jail to another,... ... ... 30 

REPEAL 


Penal Code does not repeal 3 and 4 Wm. IV, Ch 85. 1. 5, 12 

or any subsequent statuie affecting the East India 


Company or their terntmies, I. 5, ... ... ib. 

or any mutiny act, naval or militaiy, ifl,,.. ... ib. 

or any special or local law, id.... ... ... 13 

REPEALING ACT, XVII of 1 862 401 

REPORT 

of proceedings in Court of Justice privileged, ... ... 350 

of public meeting not privileged, ... ... 351 

REPUTATION 


forging documents for purpose of hui ting another, XVIII. 

469, 322 

See — Defamation . Forgery* 

RESCUE 

of prisoner of State or War, VI, 130, ... ... 1 03 

of any person from lawful custody for offence, XI. 225,.., XGft 
' See — E&oapt. Harbouring. 

RESERVOIR 

defiling or coirupting water of, XIV. 277, ... ... 191 

for agricultural purposes, committing mischief by destroy- 
ing, fee., XVII, 430, 305 

See — Mischief. 

RESISTING 

apprehension of himself for an offence, XI 224 ... 168 ' 

another, XL 225 ... ... 16& 

S&e—Appreh en&ion . 

RESTITUTION of stolen property ... ... ... 270' 

RESTRAINT 241 

See — <c Wrongful restraint” 

RETENTION, II. 23, ... 20 

See “ Wrongful retention.” 

RETURN 

from transportation, unlawful, XI. 226, ... ... 17& 

6G 
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Pa obi. 

REVISION 

pqwer of High Court as ^ Co^rt of, *,» ... 38Q 

cannot reverse finding of fact ... 38; 

REWARD 

taking for recovery of stolen property, when an offencr, 

XL 216, .. ... ... 36; 

offering, for leturn of property, when an offence ... 1 H 3 

RIDING 

rash or negligent, showing waut of due regal d for human 

life, &c*j XIV. 279, 191.218 

RIOT 

what constitutes the offence of, VIII. 14 5, ... ...106.112 

punishment for, VIII. 147, ... ... ... 10 $ 

security after conviction for, ... . . ...113.249 

when armed with deadly weapons, VIII. 148, ... 107 

each person in a liot, guilty of offence committed by any 

other, VIII, 149. ... ... ... ib. 

assaulting. See. public officer suppressing riot, VIII. 152 108 

provoking a, VIII. 153,,.. ... ... ib. 

not giving the Police notice of, VIII. l/>4» -*• 

person on whose behalf it takes place, his liability, VIII. 

155, ... . 109 

liability of his agent or manager, VIII. 156 ib. 
hiring persons to take part in, VIII. 150, ... ... 107 

being hired to take part in. VIII. 1 5 S, ... ... J ]0 

harbouring such persons, VIII. 157, ... 

See — Affray. Unlawful assembly. 

RIVER 

navigable, injuring, XVII. 431, 305 

See — Mis chief. 

ROAD 

destroying or injuring a public, XVII 431, ... ib« 

See — Mischief 

ROBBERY 

what constitutes the offence of, XVIL 390, ... ...276-278 

actual possession necessary ... ... 277 

when theft amounts to, ib . .. ... fa 

extortion amounts to, ib. ... ... ... fa 

bond fide claim oF title negatives charge of, ... ... fa 

, jpunfehraent for simple, XVII. 392, ... 273 

attempts to commit, XVII, 393, ... ... fa 

causing hurt tyhile attempting to commit 
XVII. 394 ... ... ; 

JiM W, 7 .’ 


ib. - 
27a 
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270 

it). 

280 

185 


Jobbery — continued. 

attempt to cause death, or grievous hurt, 

UK ... 

if armed with deadly weapons, XVIL 
398, ... ... ( 

belonging to or being associated with a 
gang for, XYIT. 401, 

See — Dacoity Extortion Pnvate Defence. Theft. 

Safety 

public, XIV. 268, 

act showing want of repaid for personal, XVI. 336, 

387, r 239.240 

causing giiev’ous hurt by such an act, XVI. 338, ... ib. 

See — Adulteration. Infection. Navigation. Nuisance* Riding. River. 

SAILOR 

See — dshanlt. Desertion. Insubordination. Mutiny Punishment. 

SANCTION 

of Government or Advocate General when necessary for 

prosecution ... .. ...102.115 

of Uouit when necessaiy 
SEA-MARK 

destroying or removing, fe-c., XVII. 433, 
exhibiting false, &c-, XIII- 281, 

See — Mischief. 

SEAL 

making or counterfeiting a, faith intent to forge a will of 
valuable security, XVIII. 472, ... 

to commit any other kind of forgery, XVIII- 
473, ... ... f ... 

possessing a counterfeit seal with intent tb forge, &c. 

XVllI. 473. ... 

to commit any other kind of forgery, XVIII- 
473 ... ... ... *.» ib. 

SEAMAN, power of captain tp punish and confine ,.,233.242 

See — Forgery . Government Stamp . 

SECTION , 

what the wotd denotes, IL 50,... "7 

SECURITY 

to kpep the peace or after conviction 113.24 9.280 

See— “ Valuable Security P 

SEDUCTION 

abducting or kidnapping a woman with a view to* XVI. 

336, ... 259 

concealing person so abducted, XVI. 368, 28*. 


115.122 145.317 

... 306 

♦ 194 


322 
ib. 

323 
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SELF-PRESERVATION 

how for an excuse ... „* ... 53 

See — Private Defence* 

SENTENCE. 

See — Commutation. Forfeiture . Punishment* Pc mission. 

SERVANT 

oLQueen, who commits offence in Foreign State, I, 2 , 1 

meaning of term, II. 14, ... ... Hi 

charged as abettor of his master ... ... ... 91 

possession of, is possession of the mastei, when, II. 27, 

Explan. ... ... . ... ... 20.26G 

theft by of, roaster’s property, XVII. 381 271.266 

criminal breach of trust by, XVIL 408 ... ... 288 

who is a servant ... ... t „ Ml ib. 

See — Public Servant, 

Service 

breach of contract of, daring voyage or journey, XIX. 

490, and Explan, ... ... ...829—335 

immaterial, with whom contract was made, ib . Explan. 332f 

to attend on, &c. helpless persons, XIX, 491, ... ib, 

does not include servants hired by the month ... 380 

case of gratuitous engagement... ... ... ib. 

seveiance of contract , ... ... ... 331 

punishment does not operate as a ... ... ib, 

whether charge negatived by bond fide belief of right 

to quit service... ... ... ... ib, 

contract in writing to serve at a distant place to which ser- 
vant is or is to be conveyed at muster’s expense, 

XIX. 493,... 332 

not necessarily in one writing ... 334 

what the writing must contain ... 333 

whether verbal acceptance of written offer sufficient 334 
whether signature necessary— ... ... ib, 

labourer can only be punished once 5 sad %ucere t „ 330 
SERVICE OF PR0CES9 


absconding in order to avoid service of summons or order, 

X. 172, : m 

preventing service of summons or order, X, 173, 182f 

SERVITUDE Penal, III, 53. 56 37^8 

SEVERAL OFFENCES 




#«« 

'«*' 38 

„;3B8,S4fr 
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SHOOTING 

with intent to kill. XVI, 307, Illustr, He) ••• 227 

causing hint by, XVI, 324, ... ... ... 233 

grievous iiuit, XVI, 326, ... ... ... ib- 

SLAVE 

importing, buying, or selling, &c. a, XYI. 370, ... 255 

doing habitually, XVI. 371, ... ... ib. 

kidnapping a person in older to make him, XVI, 367,,.. 254: * 

SLIGHT HARM 

act causing, not an offence, IV. 95, ... *,.71.26lJ 

SOLDIER 

Carnatic artificer is not a... ... ... ... 103 

person not being, who wears dress of, how punished, YIL 
140, ^ ... ... 104 

how far justified by order of officer... ... ... 45-48 

See — Assault Desertion Insubordination , Mutiny. Punishment. 

SOLEMN APPlRMATION 

substituted bv law for an odth is included in the teim 

<e oath, ” II. 51 ... ... ... . 27 

evidence given on, by Christian witness is not indictable.. 14 1 

SOLITARY CONFINEMENT, III. 73, 74 38 

See — Imprisonment. 

SOVEREIGN 

Of the United Kingdoul denoted in the Code by the word 

“ Queen, 33 II. 13, ... ... ... 10 

SPECIAL LAW 

list of those in force ... *.• ... ... 13 

meaning of the term, II. 41, ... 25 

offence extended to breach of, in certain cases.., 25 

no “ special* 3 is repealed or affected by the Penal 

Code, I* 5, ... ... .*• «•* 12 

breach of, may be also an offence under Code ... ... 15 

appeal against sentences under. ... ... ... ib. 

abetting breach of, not punishable under code,.. ... 85 

STABBING 

causing hurt by, XYI. 324, ... ... 235 

' grievous hurt by, XVI. 326, ... ... ••• ib, 

STAMP, offences as to, ;XIL 255-263, ... 181—183 

STATE, ACTS OF 

what are, ... ... ... -** 42—45 

municipal tribunals have no jurisdiction over,..* ... ib. 

become so by ratification,.. ... .** ... 4# 
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INDEX. 


STATE 


f\Aht5i 


offences against the, 71. 121-130, ... ... 8C 102 

can only be prosecuted with sanction of Gover nm ent 
•or Advocate General ... ... ... ]Q2 

STATE PRISONER 


voluntarily allowing public servant to escape, VI* 12S, . 101 

negligently, doing so, VI. 129, ... ib. 

aiding escape of, or harbouring him, VI. 130, ... 102 

STATE PROCEDINGS are privileged from production ... 125 

STOLEN PROPERTY 


taking or offering reward for return of, XI. 215, 1 51 163 

definition of teim, XVII. 410, ... ... 289 

dishonestly receiving, XVII. 4 11,412, 290—292 

habitually dealing in, XVII. 413, ... ... ... 292 

assisting in, concealing or disposing of, XVII. 414 293 

may be restored to the ownei, ... ... ’ “* ^70 

See — Receiving Stolen Propet ly. 


SUICIDE 


Culpable homicide, upon one who voluntarily suffers death 
is not murder, XVI. 300, Except. 5. Iltustr. . . 
abetment of, of child, lunatic, or person intoxicated. XVL 

305, 

abetment of, in other cases, XVL 306, 
attempt to commit, XVI. 309, ... ..." 

SUMMONS 


2?3 

226 

ib. 

223 


absconding to avoid, X. 172, ... 

preventing service of, X. 173. ... ... 

disobedience to, X- 174,... 

not an offence if officer incompeteiit to issue 
personal service must be proved 

SUTTEE, what offence is committed by those who aid in 
TAKING away minors, XVI. 361, ... 

married women, XX. 498, 
what is a taking away 

consent of person taken is immaterial" . 

TENANT 


... 121 
... 122 
.. 123 

124.129 
... 124 

... 220 
... 250 

342 254 
... 342 

... 343 


liability of, for nuisance on land, ... 
:TBNT 

-Theft. 

UNTIE Y DOCUMENT 

wiU >” n - *•* 
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THEFT 

starvation is no excuse for ... ... ... 03 

definition of the offence, XVII. 378, and E.xpfdns.^ , ... 2 60 

can be of moveable property only, xb . . . ... ib f 

that which is fixed becomes moveable when severed ... ity, 

what amounts to a moving , ... 260 268 

absence of consent sufficient ... ... ... 263 

consent may be implied ... ... ... 260 

effept of wife’s consent ... ... 262 

permanent deprivation not required... ... ... itv 

dishonest intention necessary ... ... ... 263 

personal benefit not necessary ... ... 261 

bond fide, claim of light negatives dishonesty... 263 

must be from person in possession .. ... ... 2 60 

what is possession ... ... ... 266 

not necessarily from the owner ... il( 264 

jnay be committed by the owner ... ... 2 60 

cases of husband and wife ... ... 264 

where possession obtained bv trick ... ... ... 2 57 

none, when possession rightful .. ... ... ib. 

or property parted with ... ... ... 268 

recent possession is evidence of .... ... ... 269 

jestitution of stolen property . . ... ... 270, 

punishment for, in ordinary cases, XVII. 379, 252 

if in building, tent or vessel, XVII. 380, ... 270 

not cognisable by head of village ... 271 

by clerk or servant, XVII 381, ... ... xb. 

after preparation for causing death, XVII. 

$82, 272 

when it amounts to robbery^ XVJI. 390, ... ... 276 

belonging to a gang of persons associated for habitual, 

XVII. 401,... # 280 

See — Dacoity . Extortion . Robbery^ 

THREATS 

acts done under, when no offence, IV. 94, and Explans.,.,, 70 
of injury to public seivant, X, 189, ... ... 13J 

to restrain any person from applying to public 
servant for protection, X. 190,... ... 138 

See — Extortion . Intimidation* 

THUG 

who comes under the denomination, XVI. 310, ... 228 

punishment for being under a, JCVL 311, ... ... ib. 

TITLE, bond fide claim pf 

no excuse for an unlawful assembly, ... ...105.1 12- 

negatives a charge of theft ... * M ... 263 

or extortion .. 274, 



528 


INDliX, 


TITLE— go, nibbed. 

or robbery ... ... ... 277 

or breach of trust ... ... 287 

when an answer to charge of criminal trespass... ... 310 

TORTURE 

in order to extort property, XVI. 327, 329, ... ...23G.237 

to constrain to illegal act, id., ... ... ... it,, 

to extort confession, XVI. 330, 331, ,.. ... 237 

or restitution of property, ib. ... . ;b 

TRADE 


public servant unlawfully engaging in, IX. lfiS, 
who are forbidden to 

TRADEMARK 

what is a, XVIII. 478, ... 

“ using a false trade-maik,” what constitutes, XVIII. 480, 
need not be similar to real trade-maik... 
fraudulent intention essential ... 

evidence of this ... ... ..* 

using a false trade-mark with intent to deceive, XVIII.482* 
counterfeiting a, ordinarily used by another, XVIII. 483 ,’ 
counterfeiting mark used by public servant to denote the 
maunfactura, 8 fc. of property, XVIII. 484, 
possessing die, plate, &c. for counterfeiting, XVIII. 485, 
possessing a false, with intent, &c , ib. 
selling goods with false, knowing, See, XVIII. 48G, 
making false maik on any goods, XVIII. 487, 

leceptacle for containing goods, 16 . 
making use of such false maik, XVIII. 488,... 

See — Foigery. Mark Property-mark. 

TRANSLATOR 


11 !) 

120 , 


325 
ib. 
ib. 

326 
ib. 

327 
ijb. 

ib. 

328 
lb. 
ib. 
ib. 

329 
ib. 


framing incorrect translation, to injure, IX- 1 G, 7 , ... 1 ]& 

sworn, translating falsely, is guilty of giving “ false 
evidence,” XI, 191, Illustr. (e),... ... .. isu 

Bee-Evidence. 


TRANSPORTATION 

place of, not to be specified by Court, ... ... 2ft 

to be appointed by Governor- General ... ib. 

sentence of life for, may be commuted, III. 5 5, ... 28, 

European or American to be sentenced to penal servitude. 

instead of,, III. 5 G, ... ... ... ... p,. 

fractions, of terms of, how to bo calculated. III. 57, ... ib. 

persons sentenced to, how dealt with until transported,. 

,,.111.58, ... ... ... ... '• ,*» jb 

Wit. be awarded, instead of imprisonment when, 2 i>, 

’ '' J not on a cumulative sentence ' ... ib. 

.... h'- V 1 ’ • - 170 
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Page. 

...308-3,16 


TRESPASS 

See — Criminal Trespass' ... . 

TRUST 

definition of 

implied, ... «•* 

voluntary 

See — Breach of Trust. 

UNLAWFUL ASSEMBLY 

what constitutes an, Till. 14:1, and Lxplao , 
acts of, when they amount to waging war 
member of, who is, VIII. Hi, 

punishment for being, VIII- 143, 

if armed with deadly weapons, 

VIII. 144, ^ , 

if- it has been ordered to 1 dis- 
perse, VIII. 145, 

when members of, are guilty of <f riotipg, VIII. 146 • ib 
punishment for rioting, VIII. 147, 

if armed with deadly weapon, VII. 14o, ... 

each member of, guilty of any offence committed, VIII. 

149 ... ... ...107 

joining, &c„ an* assembly of five or more persons after it 
has been ordered to disperse, VIII. 151, and Explan., 
assaulting, &c, public officer when suppressing, VIII. 152, 4 
wantonly provoking rioting, VIII. 153, ... *** 

owner of occupier of land not giving police notice of, 

VIII. 154, ... . "• 

punishment of person for whose benefit riot takes place, 

VIII. 155, ... . t , 4 “ ' 

liability of agent, &c., of owner cr occupier of lands res- 
pecting which the riot took place 3 &c., VIII* 156, 
luring, &c. persons to take part in, VIII. 157, * — 

harbouring, &c. persons so hiied, VIII. 157,... . 

"being hired to take partiu, VIII. 158, ••• 

when it becomes an affray, VIII. 159,150 ... 

after conviction security may be taken 
See — Rioting. 

UNNATURAL OIFENCE5. 

their punishment, XVI. 377, ^Jsplan. .... 
threatening to charge another With ... •• 

VALUABLE SECURITY 

what the term denotes, IT. 35, ... ... •• 

procuring the making, alteration or destruction'of, by 
cheating, XVII. 420, ... ... ... * 

forging a, XVIII. 4C7, ... ... ••• • 


285 

ib. 

28S 


105.110 
.. HI 

... 1D6 

... ib< 

... ib- 

ib. 
,112 
ib. 
107 

.112 

107 
188 
ib. 

, ib. 

109 
#' 
ib. 
.. 107 

.. 109 

.. ’ 110 
.110.113 


113. 


259 ' 
275 


22 

301 

821 
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VALUABLE SECURITT— continued. 

making or counteifeiting seal or plate for purpose of forg- 
ing a, XVIII. 467,_ ... 

possessiou material with such counterfeit mark or device, 

& g ., ti. 

possessing a forged, XVIII. 474, ... _ • •*• 

counterfeiting, Stc- device used for authenticating a, 
XVIII. 475, ... ••• **• 

destroying, &c. or secreting a, XVIII. 477, ... 

See — Forgery.. 

VARIANCES 

when immaterial ... *•• 

when amended, ••• 

VESSEL 

what the word denotes, II. 48, 

rash or negligent navigation of a, XIV 280, ... ... 

over-loading a, carrying passengers for hire, Alv. JoJ,..* 
theft in a, XVII. 380, ... ... 

committing mischief on a decked vessel of 2U tons, XV 11* 

if by using fire or explosive substance, XVII. 438, 
running a, asbore to commit theft, XVII. 439* *•- 

See— Navigation. 

VILLAGE 

magistrate cannot issue summons in case over which 
he has no jurisdiction ... ••• ••• 

head of, bound to inform against criminals, ... «.* 

VOLUNTAKILT 

* meaning of the word, II* 39, ««• *** 

WAGING # WAE 

against the Queen, VI. 121, •»* m * **• 

evidence of, — •« 

preparation for, VI. 122, ■** — 

concealment of design of, VI. 123, > ... 

against Asiatic powers in alliance, &c», with the Queen, 
VI. 125, ... ... — ( — *** 

committing depredation on power in alliance with Go- 
vernment, VI. 126, ... ... _ *** 

receiving property taken in such waging war or depreua* 
tion, VI. 127, ... **• ... **• 


-State Prisoner. Waging War, 

TEEPEE 
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WA1?ER 

corrupting or defiling public spring or reservoir, XVI. 277, 191 

WEIGHT 

false, using a, XIII. 264,265, ... ... ' N ... 184 

is evidence of fraudulent intent ... lb, 

being in possession of, with knowledge and intent, fee., 

XIII, 266,... ib. 

making or selling with knowledge, &c., XIII. 267, ... ib. 

V 

WHARFINGER 

breach of trust by, XVII. 407, ... ... 287 

WHIPPING ACT VI of 1864, 431 

WHIPPING 

cannot be inflicted for a mere attempt to commit a crime 
punishable with whipping ... _ ... ... 365 

unless in case of attempt to commit robbery ... ib. 

in case of simultaneous conviction for several oftences 432 


WIEE 


harbouring husband commits no offence, VII. 136, Except. 

XL 212, Except 216, Except ... . ... 104.159,164 

not excused for acts committed by coercion of husband ... 48 

evidence of, admissible against husband, ... ... 99.128 

rape may be committed on, by husband, if under ten, 

XVI. 375, ... ... ... *•* ... 267 

hpsband may be convicted of aiding in rape on, ... 259 

cannot steal from husband, ... . . 264 

whether husband can steal from her ? ... ib. 

giving husband’s goods to paramour 0 .. 2 62,26 4 

criminal breach of trust by ... ... 284 

receiving stolen property ... ... 292 


WILL 

what the word denotes, II. 31, ... ... ... %% 

forgery of, XVIII. 467,... ... ... **. 321 

making or possessing counterfeit seal or plate with 

intent to commit, XVIII. 472, ... ^ ... 322 

forged, having possession of, with knowledge and intent 
See., XVTIL 474, ... ... ... ... 323 

counterfeiting a device or mark for authenticating a, 

XVIII. 475, 324 

possessing material with such device or mark, ib; ib. 
fraudulent destruction/cancellation, See. of, XVIII, 477. ib. 
committing mischief as to, ib, ... ... ... ib. 

Bee— Forgery, 
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Pag, 

WITHDRAWAL 

of certain charges allowed before committal ... 163 

not after committal, ... ib, 

differs from compounding a, charge. .. ... ... ib. 

WITNESS 

must answer criminating questions... ... 142 

punishable for answering falsely ... ... ... ib. 

privilege of, as to defamation ... ... ... S55 

when a Christian, must be sworn . M ,,, ... 141 

WOMAN 

* meaning of the word, II. 1,0, ... ... ... IQ 

referred to in Penal Code though “ hp” and its deriva- 
tives are used, II. 8, ... ... „ ... ib. 

See — Abduction* Adultery . InsuU, Marriage. Married 
Woman . Huge. Seduction, 

WORSHIP 

injuring or defiling pl^ce of, with intent, &q., XV. 295, 208, 

religious, disturbing assembly performing, XV. 206, ... ib. 

WRONGFUL CONFINEMENT, 

What it is, XVI, 339, 340, ... 

justification of by Captain of ship ... ... 242 

punishment, for, in ordinary cases, XVI. 342 243 

where confinement is for three or more days, 

XVI 343, ib. 

where for ten or more days, XVI. 344, ... ib< 

Where confinement subsequent to issue of writ 

for liberation, XVI. 345, ... ... ib, 

where confinement is secret, XVI. 346 ... ib. 

where it is for purpose of extortion, Sec, XVI. 

347, ... ... ... ... 244 

where it is for purpose of extorting a confession, 

K XVI. 348, ib. 

assault in attempt wrongfully to confine, XVI, 357 ... 249, 

WRONGFUL DETENTION 

eifeet and meaning of, II. 23, ... 20» 

WRONGFUL GAIN 


l meaning of the term, IJ. 23, 

, WRONGFUL LOSS 

<• 

what the term means, II. 23 
See— Cheating. Mischief. 


WBWW01TUL RESTRAINT 

of the term, XVI. 339* ... 

■ a P^hte way is, not* it., Bxotpt^ 


^oonfiaemeit, XVI. 1 340, 




ib. 


241 

ib. 

ib. 


Index, 


tTBOSGPUL EESTTtAlNT— continued. 
punishment for, XVI. 341 
may be compounded ... ... 

WRONGFUL RETENTION 
effect and meaning of, II. 2 3, 

TEAR 

what the word means, TI. 49 , 

ZEMINDARS 

bound to arrest and inform against offenders ... 
in Madias cannot summon tenants,, , ... 
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OF abetment. 



otherwise. 



CHAPTER V— OF ABETMENT — (continued.) 
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OP ABETMENT, 




OF ABETMENT. 
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of the longest term, and of the 
description provided for the 
offence, or fine, or both* 
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OFFENCES AGAINST THE STATE. 



10 years, and fine. 



OFFENCES RELATING TO THE ARMY AND NAVY. 5 
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CHAPTER VII.— OFFENCES RELATING TO THE ARMY AND NAVY — (continued. 
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OFFENCES AO- AIN ST THE PUBLIC THAN QUILLITY 


7. 

By what 
Court triable 

Any Magis- 
trate, 

6. 

Punishment under the Indian 

J Penal Code. 

Imprisonment of either description 
for 3 months, or fine of 500 Ru- 
pees, or both. 

5. 

Whether bail- 
able or not. 
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1 

M 
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3. 

Whether the 
Police may ar- 
rest without 
warrant or not. 

May arrest 

! without war- 
j rant. 

! 

2. 

Offence. 

W earing the dress or carrying any 
i token used by a Soldier, with intent 
that it may be believed that he is 
such a Soldier. 
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OFFENCES AGAINST THE PUBLIC THAN QTJILLIT Y . 
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1st Class, 
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OFFENCES AGAINST THE PUBLIC TRANQUILLITY. 


1 

ti * 

n 

a) 

Magistrate 
of the Dis- 
trict or 

Subordi- 
nate Ma- 
gistrate of 
1st Class. 

do 

do 

do 

t 

do 

Any Magis- 
trate 

6. 

Punishment under the Indian 

* Penal Code. 

Fine. 

do. 

Imprisonment of either description 
for 6 months, or fine, or both. 

do. 

Imprisonment of either description 
for 2 years, or fine, or both. 
Imprisonment of either description 
, for 1 month, or fine of 100 Hu- 
' pees, or both. 

a 

X 

u 

* 1 
i 

able or not, 

Bailable. 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

4 

Whether a 
warrant or a 
summons Rhs.ll 

ordinarily is- 
sue m the first 
instance 

a s 

fl ^ ^ ^ g g 

3 fl g 

3. 

Whether the 
Police may ar- 
rest without 
warrant or not. 

Shall not arrest! 
without war- 
rant. 

do 

[May arrest 

r "without war- 
j rant. 

do 

do 

Shall not arrest 
without war- 

ldjit. 
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CHAPTER XII.— OFFENCES RELATING TO COIN AND GOVERNMENT STAMP, *>-(contmued) 
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CHAPTER XVI.— OFFENCES AFFECTING THE HUMAN BODY— (continued.} 
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CHAPTER XVI.— OFFENCES AFFECTING THE HUMAN BODY— (continued.) 
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CHAPTER XVI.— OFFENCES AFFECTING THE HUMAN BODY ( continued .) 

Of wrongful Restraint and wrongful Confinement * 
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CHAPTER XVII. — OF OFFENCES AGAINST PROPERTY — (continued.) 
Of Fraudulent Feeds and -Dispositions of Fioperty — ( continued .) 
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CHAPTER XVII.— OF OFFENCES AGAINST PROPERTY — (continued.) 

Of Mischief — ( continued .) 
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CHAPTER XXII.— QF CRIMINAL INTIMIDATION. INSULT, AND ANNOYANCE— (continued.) 
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Off CBXMIKAX INTIMIDATION, IN$rtT, AND ANNOY VNVu 



OFFENCES AGAINST OTHER tAWS. 
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